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2ABSTRACT
This thesis explored the Bureau of Land Management's (BLM's)
wilderness review process and how the views of citizens get
represented in that process; particular attention was focused on the
case study of the BLM's wilderness review of the King Range National
Conservation Area, which is located along the coast of northern coast
of California on Cape Mendocino.
Some of the major conclusions are that the BLM's wilderness review
process (as mandated under the 1976 Federal Land Policy and Management
Act) is lengthy (17 years), that the process is highly political, and
that although citizens can influence the outcome (wilderness
recommendations) of the process, there are some problems with getting
and maintaining citizen involvement in the process. The long time span
of the BLM's wilderness review process raises some concern about
whether many citizens are willing to remain involved in the wilderness
review process for a particular area over period spanning several
years.
The long time frame of the BLM's wilderness review process also has
political implications which could significantly affect the outcome of
the process. At least three different Presidents will have been in
office by the time wilderness reviews of BLM lands are completed. The
political composition of Congress will also have changed at least
somewhat. Since only Congress can designate an area as wilderness,
there is the possibility that the BLM's wilderness recommendations
(based on several years of inventory and study) could be substantially
undone or altered if there is a change in the political composition of
Congress and/or the Presidency.
Some of the BLM's current wilderness study areas contain valuable
resources such as coal, oil, or uranium. The BLM, in such instances is
faced with a dilemma: how much land to leave open to development and
how much land to recommend for wilderness preservation. Although there
are some controversial issues regarding the future management of the
King Range and Chemise Mountain Wilderness Study Areas (e.g. off-road
vehicle beach use, road closures, grazing, etc.), these wilderness
study areas contain very little commodities of high economic value
(e.g. minerals and timber) or of major importance to the local
economy. The Bureau of Land Management is recommending a substantial
portion (approximately 31,300 acres or 51 percent) of the King Range
National Conservation Area as suitable for wilderness designation.
Additionally, there is overwhelming public support for a King Range
wilderness. Therefore, it is likely that at some future date (most in
likely in the 1990s) Congress will eventually designate some parts of
the King Range as wilderness areas.
Thesis Supervisor: Philip B. Herr, M.C.P.
Title: Adjunct Professor of City Planning
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4PREFACE
Like winds and sunsets, wild things were taken
for granted until progress began to do away with
them. Now we face the question whether a still
higher "standard of living" is worth its costs in
things natural, wild, and free.
-- Aldo Leopold
A Sand County Almanac
In wildness is the preservation of the World.
--Henry David Thoreau
Excursions-
Throughout my eight years in college I have become interested in
an ever expanding variety of environmental planning issues. My
interest in federal land management - especially the wilderness review
process - really began in 1985 when I became aware of the existence of
the King Range National Conservation Area. The King Range -
California's "Lost Coast" - is "hidden" in a remote coastal portion of
Northwestern California in Humboldt and Mendocino Counties. Even
though I had lived in Humboldt County from 1965 to 1980, it was not
until I reviewed a copy of the completed Humboldt County General Plan
that that I became aware of the King Range Area.
After talking to a senior planner in the Humboldt County Planning
Department in June 1985, I became interested in finding out how the
King Range Area is managed. A visit to the local Bureau of Land
Management office in Humboldt County provided me with plenty of
information about the King Range. During that visit to the BLM office
it was brought to my attention that the King Range was under
wilderness review. I decided then that the BLM wilderness review
process, with a special focus on the King Range National Conservation
5Area, would make an interesting topic for my thesis. My enthusiasm for
this thesis topic grew after I hiked to the summit of Kings Peak one
very warm Saturday afternoon in July 1985, and after a long walk along
Black Sands Beach one January 1986 morning. The unique beauty of the
King Range landscape won my appreciation for the area, and made me
want to learn more about how the area is presently managed and what
its future management is likely to be.
Since federal land management policies such as wilderness are
very important in western states like California, where the federal
government is the largest land owner (46 percent of California is
federally owned), I decided to write my thesis on the wilderness
review/designation process. And since I planned to return to
California to live and work after completing the MCP program, the
wilderness topic took on added personal significance. A specific
aspect of the wilderness review process that interested me was how the
views of different local constituencies get represented when the
federal government makes a wilderness proposal that will permanently
affect land uses in a portion of a local area.
Another reason for choosing this particular thesis topic is that
during both my undergraduate and graduate planning educations, I had
not received any exposure to federal land management policies.
Therefore, I decided to use my thesis as vehicle by which I would
delve into a topic about which I knew very little - the wilderness
review/designation process.
Reflecting back onto the planning programs and course offerings
at Cal Poly, Pomona and at M.I.T., I think it is unfortunate that no
courses are offered in federal land use planning and management
issues. Land use planning and management of federal lands is an area
6that more urban and regional planning programs should offer courses in
since federal land management decisions that deal with wilderness,
off-shore oil drilling, mining, water reclamation, and timber
management can have very significant effects on the economies of
states and/or their local governments - especially in the West. For
me, this thesis has filled a void in my planning education - an
introduction to an area of federal land management: the BLM's
wilderness review process.
It is hoped that readers of this thesis will also gain insight
into the wilderness review aspect of federal land management.
Francisco J. Urbina
May 1986
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Chapter I
INTRODUCTION
Many federal lands, chiefly in the Western United States, are
currently being studied to determine their suitability for "wilderness
area" designation. A wilderness area is "an area formally designated
1
by Congress as part of the National Wilderness Presrvation System."
(Appendix A provides a full definition of the term "wilderness.") The
Wilderness Act of 1964 established the National Wilderness
Preservation System. One area currently being reviewed for wilderness
suitability is the King Range National Conservation Area. The King
Range Area, which is administered by the Department of the Interior's
2
Bureau of Land Management, encompasses about 60,000 acres and is
located about 230 miles north of San Francisco along the California
coast (see Figures 1 and 2).
Federal land use management policies, including wilderness
policies, are often very important to local governments and residents
in the Western States. One reason is that the economies of many
communities and regions in Western States are highly dependent on
resource extraction activities (e.g. timber harvesting and mineral
extraction) on nearby federal lands. This is especially true in such
states as Alaska, Idaho, Oregon, Nevada, and Utah where the federal
government owns over 50 percent of each state's land area (see Table
3,4
1). Federal decisions to designate wilderness areas, which may
mean a decline or halt to resource extraction, are therefore very
significant to many communities in Western states.
There is a fromal process that federal agencies which manage
public lands use in determining an area's suitability for wilderness
16
Figure 1
Map of the United States Showing location of Humboldt
County and the King Range National Conservation Area
a
Humboldt
0
oo
Source: Atlas of Humboldt County,
40
I
1974.
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Table 1
Comparison of Federally Owned Land with
Total Acreage of States, fiscal year 1983
Acreage owned
by the Federal Government Percent
Acreage owned
Acquired not owned by
Public by other by Federal Acreage Govern-
State Domain methods Total Government of State menta
Alabama ......
Alaska ........
Arizona .......
Arkansas .....
California .....
Colorado ......
Connecticut ...
Delaware .....
District of
Coluimbia ...
Florida .......
Georgia .......
Hawaii ........
Idah .........
Illinois ........
Indiana .......
Iowa .........
Kansas .......
Kentucky .....
Louisiana .....
Maine ........
Maryland ......
Massachusetts
Michigan .....
Minnesota ....
Mississippi ....
Missouri ......
Montana ......
Nebraska .....
Nevada .......
New Hampshire
New Jersey ...
New Mexico
New York .
North Carolina.
North Dakota ..
Ohio .........
Oklahoma .....
Oregon .......
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota ..
Tennessee ....
Texas ........
ta h .........
Vermont ......
Virginia .......
Washington ...
West Virginia . .
Wisconsin ....
Wyoming .....
Total .......
29,365.6
321,491,080.3
30,996,063.3
1,073,225.3
44,095,839.2
22,820,123.6
17.5
354,549.0
331,648.8
33,613,644.5
442.6
432.0
340.8
26,092.8
12,881.4
3.0
.3
307,843.4
1,184,305.8
2,442.1
2,925.4
25,121,983.0
244,173.0
59,859,158.5
23,977,543.1
208,360.0
219.2
141,878.1
30,865,456.1
1,591,445.9
.. .. . .. .k .8.230.8
32,859,287.9
11,073,011.9
10,471.4
30,139,155.3
1,112,775.2
36,466.6
1,071,208.3
2,401,238.0
1,794,055.3
1,099,108.7
10,464.0
40,744.8
12,542.3
3,802,772.4
2,291,219.3
359,404.8
867,241.6
622,180.6
501,444.1
227,707.9
707,080.0
1,419,314.3
1,153,415.2
1.35,949.9
186,199.7
85,743.4
3,305,805.8
2,266,118.0
1,756,644.1
2,174,636.5
2,287,220.2
406,563.6
190,515.8
738,227.3
150,639.3
1,943,035.3
247,599.8
2,158,585.7
2,038,585.5
365,346.2
1,459,069.4
1,369,850.6
694,724.5
5,804.9
1,198,295.7
1,556,647.3
1,862,629.0
3,549,179.6
513,647.5
319,700.2
2,429,066.4
1,081,690.5
1,117,425.0
1,889,449.0
591,772.4
1,142,140.8
321,527,546.9
32,067,271.6
3,474,463.3
45,889,894.5
23,919,232.3
10,464.0
40,744.8
12,559.8
4,157,321.4
2,291,219.3
691,053.6
34,480,886.1
622,623.2
501,876.1
228,048.7
733,172.8
1,419,314.3
1,166,296.6
135,952.9
186-200.0
85,743.4
3,613,649.2
3,450,423.8
1,759,086.2
2,177,561.9
27,409,203.2
650,736.6
60,049,674.3
738,227.3
150,639.3
25,920,578.4
247,599.8
2,158,585.7
2,246,945.5
365,565.4
1,600,947.5
32,235,306.7
694,724.5
5,804.9
1,198,295.7
3,148,093.2
1,862,629.0
3,549,410.4
33,372,935.4
319,700.2
2,429,066.4
12,154,702.4
1,117,425.0
1,899,920.4
30,730,927.7
31,536,259.2
43,954,053.1
40,620,728.4
30,124,896.7
54,316,825.5
42,566,527.7
3,124,896.0
1,225,175.2
26,480.2
30,563,958.6
35,004,140.7
3,414,546.4
18,452,233.9
35,172,576.8
22,656,523.9
35,632,431.3
51,777,547.2
24,093,005.7
27,701,543.4
19,711,727.1
6,133,160.0
4,94b,136.6
32,878,510.8
47,755,336.2
28,463,633.8
42,070,758.1
65,861,836.8
48,380,943.4
10,214,645.7
5,030,732.7
4,662,800.7
51,845,,821.6
30,433,360.2
29,244,294.3
42,205,534.5
25,856,514.6
42,486,732.5
29,363,413.3
28,109,755.5
671,315.1
18,175,784.3
45,733,826.8
24,865,051.0
164,668,189.6
19,324,024.6
5,616,939.8
23,067,253.6
30,539,057.6
14,293,135.0
33,111,279.6
31,612,112.3
32,678,400
365,481,600
72,688,000
33,599,360
100,206,720
66,485,760
3,135,360
1,265,920
39,040
34,721,280
37,295,360
4,105,600
52,933,120
35,795,200
23,158,400
35,860,480
52,510,720
25,512,3201
28,867,840
19,847,680
6,319,360
5,034,880
36,492,160
51,205,760
30,222,720
44,248,320
93,271,040
49,031,680
70,264,320
5,768,960
4,813,440
77,766,400
30,680,960
31,402,880
44,452,480
26,222,080
44,087,680
61,598,720
28,804,480
677,120
19,374,080
48,881,920
26,727,680
168,217,600
52,696,960
5,936,640
25,496,320
42,693,760
15,410,560
35,011,200
62,343,040
672,435,640.91 59,606,751.51 732,042,392.411,539,300,967.61 2,271,343,360
aExcludes trust properties.
Source: General Services Administration, except: Bureau of the Census, U.S. Depart-
ment of Commerce, from the 1980 decennial census.
3.459
87.974
44,116
10.341
45.795
35.977
.344
3.219
32.172
11.973
6.143
16.832
65.141
1.739
2.167
.636
1.396
5.563
4.040
.685
2.947
1.703
9.903
6.738
5.820
4.921
29.387
1.327
8|L403
12.797
3.130
33.331
.807
6.874
5.055
1.394
3.631
5233.
2.412
.857
6.185
6.440
6.969
2.110
5.385
9.527
28.4 70
7.251
5.427
49.293
32.230
Note.-This table represents the most current data available from the General
Services Administration.
Source: U.S. Department of the Interior, Public Land Statistics
1984: Volume 169 (Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing
Office, August 1984), p. 10.
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designation. The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) has developed a
wilderness review process for the public lands that it administers.
The BLM's wilderness review process includes three major phases:
inventory, study, and reporting. This thesis will provide an overview
of the BLM's wilderness designation process and will particularly
focus on the case study of the King Range National Conservation Area.
The main question to be addressed in this thesis is how do the views
of different constituencies get represented in the wilderness
designation process.
One reason why the views of citizens should be represented in the
wilderness process is that wilderness designation may preclude
development of such resources as timber and mineral extraction which
may be important to the economies of adjacent communities. Another
reason is that many lands with wilderness qualities are facing
pressures to develop the commodities that they hold (i.e., timber,
oil, gas, shale and coal). The public may only have one major
opportunity, through the wilderness designation process, to decide if
it wants to legislatively protect a tract of land in as natural state
as possible for an indefinite number of years. As Walter A. Rosenbaum
pointed out in his book, The Politics of Environmental Protection,
We may not have the opportunity to begin with so many
possiblities of environmental protection still open to
us. If not to ourselves, we owe it to generations unborn,
whose only voice and power are our own, to protect this
spaceship earth... . 5
Chapter 2 will provide a historical overview of federal land
ownership and will summarize two major major pieces of federal
legislation authoring wilderness designation of federal lands: the
Wilderness Act of 1964 and the Federal Land Policy and Management Act
of 1976. Chapter 3 will present the BLM's policies for managing lands
20
under wilderness review and for lands that have already been
designated wilderness by Congress.
Chapter 4 will provide an overview of the King Range National
Conservation Area's location, geographic features, wildlife, land
ownership, and history. Chapter 5 will summarize the legislative and
management history of the King Range National Conservation Area.
Chapter 6 will present an overview of the Bureau of Land
Management's (BLM) wilderness review process and the opportunities for
public participation in that process. A summary of the BLM's Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) on the King Range and Chemise
Mountain Wilderness Study Areas (released in March 1985) will be
provided in Chapter 7.
Chapter 8 will present the views of some local agencies,
organizations, and residents on the BLM's draft EIS and wilderness
recommendations for the King Range Bational Conservation Area. The
local views presented in this thesis were obtained by personal
interview and/or written correspondance.
The conclusion of this thesis is provided in Chapter 9. The
appendicies which follow the conclusion provide supplemental materials
(i.e., definitions, tables, and photographs) to aid the reader in
understanding the subject matter presented in the text of the thesis.
21
Chapter 1
Footnotes
1
US Bureau of Land Management, Interim Management Policy and
Guidelines for Lands Under Wilderness Revie (Washington, DC: U.S.
Government Printing Office, December 12, 1979) , p. 32.
2
California Air Resources Board, Overview and Impact Analysis of
Proposed Redesignation of Kij Range National Conservation Area
(Humboldt and Mendocino Counties) from Class I I to Class (Sacramento,
CA: California Air Resources Board, August 28, 1980), p. 2.
3
Frank J. Popper, "Let's reopen the West," cited in Planning
magazine, May 1983, p. 10.
4
U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management,
Public Land Statistics 1984: Volume 169 (Washington, DC: U.S.
Government Printing Office, August 1985), p. 10.
5
S. Edmunds and J. Letey, Environmental Administration (New
York, NY: McGraw-Hill), 1973, p. 89.
22
Chapter I I
CONGRESSIONAL WILDERNESS MANDATES
The major piece of federal legislation which led to the
establishment of the present National Wilderness Preservation System
is the Wilderness Act of 1964. Subsequent major pieces of federal
legislation dealing with wilderness areas include the 1974 Eastern
Wilderness Areas Act, the Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources
Planning Act of 1974, and the Federal Land Policy and Management Act
of 1976. Only two of these acts, the Wilderness Act of 1964 and the
Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) of 1976, will be
discussed in this chapter since they have had the most significant
impact on Bureau of Land Management wilderness policies. The
wilderness designation process and the wilderness proposal for the
King Range National Conservation Area will be discussed in chapters 6
and 7. Before discussion of the 1964 Wilderness Act and FLPMA,
however, a historical summary will be given of of how the federal
government came to acquire most of the lands that it now owns.
A. Historical Overview of Federal Land Ownership
1. Federal Ownership of Land
As of January 30, 1983, there were approximately 80 million acres
of federal lands that had been designated by Congress as part of the
1
National Wilderness Preservation System, out of a total ownership of
over 700 million acres (see Table 1 on page 4). Most of these lands
are located west of the Mississippi River. How did the federal
government come to own hundreds of millions of acres? The answer
involves going through a synopsis of the United States' 200-plus-year
history.
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First, in 1781, as one of the compromises leading to the signing
of the Articles of Confederation (the U.S. Constitution's
predecessor), Massachusetts, Connecticut, New York, Virginia, North
Carolina, South Carolina, and Georgia agreed to cede their claims to
all lands west of the Appalachian Mountains to the federal
2,3
government. Then in 1803, the Lousiana Purchase from France tripled
the nation's stock of public land. Treaties with Great Britain in 1783
and in 1817 added parts of what are now North Dakota, South Dakota,
and Minnesota to the federal government's jurisdiction. In 1819, after
a cession from Spain, what is today Florida came under federal
jurisdiction. (Only about 12 percent of Florida is today under federal
ownership.) Texas was annexed in 1845; this, however, brought only a
very small amount of land into federal ownership, since the federal
government agreed to honor existing property rights at the time of
admission into the Union. (Today only 2.1 percent of Texas' land is
federally owned).
Later, in 1846, the Oregon compromise with Great Britain added
what is now Oregon, Washington, Idaho, and parts of Wyoming and
Montana to United States jurisdiction. This also brought large
acreages of land into direct federal ownership; the federal government
to this day owns large percentages of the above states' respective
land areas (see Table 1 on page 4). Another large block of land came
into federal ownership in 1848 with the Mexican Cession of what is now
California, Nevada, Utah, most of Arizona, and parts of Colorado, New
Mexico, and Wyoming. The federal
from Texas in 1850. The Gadsden
what is today a large portion of
New Mexico. More land came into
government purchased a chunk of land
Purchase from Mexico in 1853 added
southern Arziona and small portion of
federal ownership with the 1867 Alaska
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4,5
Purchase from Russia. Figure 3 provides a pictorial history of
federal land aquisitions. Table 2 lists the acreage and costs involved
with federal land acquisitions between 1781 and 1867.
Throughout the 1800s, and well into the 1900s, the federal
government relinquished millions of acres through land sales and
grants to states (including land-grant Colleges), localities,
railroads, road and canal companies, farm and ranch companies,
veterans, squatters, and homesteaders. The Taylor Grazing Act of 1934
largely diminished homesteading, ended the federal conveyancing, and
established the grazing service, which was transformed into the Bureau
of Land Management in 1946. Popper (1983) concisely answers why the
federal government owns large tracts of land, primarily in the western
states, in the following statement:
The federal government owns large parts of the West
mainly because no one wanted the BLM lands, and to a
lesser extent because it preserved the national park,
forest, and wilderness lands. The vast bulk of western
federal holdings have been public lands for as long as
the United States. 6
2. BLM Land Ownership
The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) was created in 1946 after the
merger between the General Land Office and the Grazing Service. During
its first 20 years of existence, the BLM's administration of large
amounts of public lands was almost exclusively for grazing purposes
which benefitted the livestock industry. Today, the BLM has exclusive
jurisdiction for managing some 340 million acres of federal lands.
Nearly all of this land is in 11 western states, with over half of it
in Alaska alone. The BLM also administers mineral resources on over
300 million acres of federal lands. Nearly all of this land is in 11
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Figure 3
Map of the United States Showing
History of Federal land Acquisitions
State cessions to the United States
SNorth Carolina cession to the United States. 1790
United States cession to Tennessee. 1806 and 1846 OTHER ACOUISITIONS OF THE UNITED STATES
The Original Thirteen States (present area) plus the Louisiana Purchase from France, 1803
District of Columoia . Treaties with Great Britain. 1783 and 1817
TERRITORY OF THE REPUBLIC OF TEXAS Treat with Spain (cession of Florida and adjustment
Annexation of Texas, 1845) 
-Oregon Compromise with Great Britain. 1846
United States purchase from Texas, 1850 . Cession from Mexico. 1848
State of Texas (present area) Gadsden Purchase from Mexico. 1853
ALASKA
Purchased from Russia. March 30. 1867
Vft
THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
I.;; ., F L i) r.1ANAGEMENT
Source: U.S. Department of the Interior, Public Land Statistics
1984: Volume 16 (Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing
Office, August 1985), p. 4.
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Table 2
Federal Aquisition of
Public Domain Lands, 1781 - 1867
Area
Acquisition Percent cost'
of total
Land Water Total U.S. land
Acres Acres Acres
State cessions (1781-1802. 233,415.680 3,409,920 236,825,600 10.2 b$6,200,000
Louisiana Purchase (1803). 523,446.400 6,465,280 529,911,680 22.9 23.213,568
Red River Basin (1782-1817) 29,066,880 535,040 29,601,920 1.3
Cession from Spain (1819) . . 43,342,720 2,801,920 46,144,640 2.0 6,674.057
Oregon Compromise (1846) . 180,644,480 2.741,760 183,386,240 7.9
Mexican Cession (1848) ..... 334,479,360 4,201.600 338,680,960 14.6 16.295,149
Purchase from Texas (1850) . 78,842,880 83,840 78,926,720 3.4 15.496.448
Gadsden Purchase (1853) .... 18,961,920 26,880 18,988,800 0.8 10,000.0c"
Alaska Purchase (1867) ..... 365,333,120 12,909,440 378,242,560 16.3 7.200.000
Total public domain ...... 1,807,533,440 33,175,680 1,840,709,120 79.4 85,079.222
aCost data for all except "State Cessions" obtained from: Geological Survey, Boundar es. Area.
Geographic Centers (Washington, U.S. Government Printing Office, 1939), pp. 249-251.
bGeorgia Cession, 1802 (56,689,920 acres). See: Donaldson, Thomas, The Public Domarn. lIs Hsic-
with Statistics (Washington, U.S. Government Printing Office, 1884), p. 11.
cExcludes areas eliminated by treaty of 1819 with Spain.
Note.-Alaska has been adjusted for the recomputation of the areas of the United States which was
made for the 1980 decennial census.
Source: U.S. Department of the Interior, Office of the Secretary, Areas of Acquistions ,o the Tor o
the United States .(Washington, U.S. Government Printing Office, 1922). Acreages therein are based
on findings adopted February 2, 1912, by the Secretary of the Interior.
Source: U.S. Department of the
1984: Volume 1_( (Washi
Office, August 1985), p
Interior, Public Land Statistics
ngton, DC: U.S. Government Printing
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western states, with over half of it in Alaska alone. The BLM also
administers resources on over 300 million acres of federal and private
lands and on 1.1 billion acres of the outer continental shelf. The
mineral leases and grazing fees from BLM lands generated an estimated
7
$3.8 billion in 1978.
Thus, most federal lands, including BLM lands, have been under
federal control since the dates these lands became part of the United
States. Decisions were made throughout the country's history that
certain lands would remain under federal ownership. Various types of
land management systems were prescribed for federal lands, such as:
national forests, national parks, national wildlife refuges, national
monuments, lands for water reclamation and flood control projects, and
lands for military reservations. Allin (1982) states that: "Always
these lands, reserved and dedicated to some useful purpose, were
provided with an administrative agency and generally with some
8
Congressionally mandated set of management policies." According to
Allin, the BLM "... was charged with the administration of the
9
leftovers."
B. The Wilderness Act of 1964
1. Congressional Debate
In the 1950s, the wilderness system that existed was largely the
result of administrative measures implemented since 1916 by a
dedicated minority of U.S. Forest Service employees (i.e., Arthur H.
10
Carhart, Aldo Leopold, W.B. Greeley, and Robert Marshall). According
to Lloyd C. Irland:
That system was regarded by the Forest Service as a
tentative series of reservations whose boundaries were
subject to change as demands for timber or other resources
grew. The system was created with little public debate,
nationally or regionally. As early as 1951, Howard
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Zahniser, a leader of the Wilderness Society, proposed
that wilderness on the national forests be protected by
Congressional action. 11
Senator Hubert Humphrey introduced the first wilderness bill in
Congress in 1956. That same year, Congressman John Saylor introduced
similar legislation in the House of Representatives. The bills called
for the immediate protection of existing wilderness and primitive
areas. Additionally, the bills called for the creation of a Wilderness
Council which would oversee the wilderness process and recommend
additional wilderness areas aod management policies to the President.
What followed was a seven- year marathon debate in Congress over
wilderness. Nine separate hearings were held in which over 6,000 pages
of testimony were recorded. Mining and timber industries especially
opposed the wilderness bills because they restricted commercial uses
of public lands. Federal resource management agencies (such as the
Forest Service, and the Department of the Interior) initially
considered the bills a threat to their autonomy, and opposed the
12
wilderness bill which was finally passed in September 1964.
2. Wilderness Act Provisions
The major outcome of the 1964 Wilderness Act is that it
established a process for determining which areas would ultimately be
included in the National Wilderness Preservation System. What
conservationists originally sought, however, was a bill that would
have established the system immediately. Instead, Congress established
a process through which proposed areas would become a part of the
wilderness system. The Congressionally mandated process of reservation
and review has three major components: "an instant'[wilderness]
system, a study procedure for establishing additional areas, and
13
management guidelines."
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In the initial ("instant") establishment of the National
Wilderness Preservation System, those areas with wilderness
characteristics that were already administratively protected in
National Forests (which totalled 9.1 million acres) became charter
members of the system. Section 2(c) of the Wilderness Act gives the
following definition of "wilderness":
A wilderness, in contrast with those areas where man and
his own works dominate the landscape, is hereby recognized
as an area where the earth and its community of life are
untrammeled by man, where man himself is a visitor that
does not remain. 14
For a complete definition of the term "wilderness", see Appendix A.
The Wilderness Act directed the Forest Service to study the
wilderness suitability of 5.5 million acres of primitive areas that
existed in 1964 and to present its recommendations to the President
within 10 years. In a significant departure from past wilderness
procedure, the Act called for wilderness proposals to be aired at
public hearings. As another example of Congressional recognition of
public interest in the issue, "state and county governments were
15
specifically invited to comment." The 5.5 million acres of primitive
areas that existed at that time were to be protected from development
until completion of the wilderness studies. A U.S. Geological Survey
field survey of a primitive area's mineral potential was to accompany
16
each wilderness suitability report.
Conservation lobbyists had argued for a wilderness act that would
also establish wilderness areas on national parks and wildlife refuges
since they believed that the National Park Service and the Fish and
Wildlife Service were unreliable stewards of wilderness due to their
recreational commitments. To address these conservationist concerns,
the Wilderness Act required the Secretary of the Interior to study the
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wilderness suitability of all roadless areas on national parks and
wildlife refuges larger than 5,000 acres and also on all islands in
the refuge system. The Secretary was also required to make
recommendations to the President on each area's wilderness suitability
17
within 10 years.
Conservationists complained, however, that the Congresionally-
mandated wilderness designation process of study-hearing-legislation
was very lengthy and exposed them to fullscale attack by industry
during endless reviews and hearings. According to Irland, the most
important compromise of the 1964 Wilderness Act involved mining. The
mining industry was apparently able to convince a majority of
Congressional members that "...minerals must be developed whereever
18
they are found." Therefore, the Act allows mineral exploration to
continue on national forest wilderness areas until December 31, 1983.
Nevertheless, mining development may be permitted on valid mining
claims after that date subject to regulation by the Secretary of
19
Agriculture.
Section 4 of the Wilderness Act deals with specific permitted and
prohibited uses on wilderness areas. Section 4(b) of the Wilderness
Act states that "...wilderness areas shall be devoted to public
purposes of recreational, scientific, educational, conservation and
historical use," and that the agency managing a wilderness area
"...shall be responsible for preserving the wilderness character of
20
the area... ." Exceptions are made where there are private
inholdings and where ceratin uses existed prior to an area being
designated as wilderness. Existing roads in designated wilderness
areas are allowed to remain where they are necessary to provide
adequate access to private inholdings and where needed to provide
31
adequate fire protection. Acquisition of privatel land within
wilderness areas is allowed under Section 5(c) if the owner consents
21
or Congress specifically authorizes the aquisition. The entire text
of the 1964 Wilderness Act is provided in Appendix B.
3. What the Wilderness Act Did Not Do
The Wilderness Act of 1964 was the first major piece of federal
legislation authorizing Congressional protection of wilderness areas.
The Act is also considered to have given wilderness preservation equal
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importance with other federal land-use planning objectives. Lloyd C.
Irland (1979) points out, however, that the Act does have its
shortcomings and gives the following assessment:
The Wilderness Act is often presented as a ringing
declaration by Congress of its determination to conserve
wilderness values. Instead, the act is actually the result
of political compromises between positions taken by
opposing interests. Despite its ringing statement of
policy, it is in fact a grudging concession to
conservation by interest groups who then dominated public
land policy. It was wrung from those groups by a handful
of determined Congressmen and by the growing political
skill and power of the organized conservation movement.
Briefly, the act did not provide for a ban on mining,
nor for an agency with funding to manage wilderness and
act as an advocate for new areas. It did not mandate a
review of roadless areas on the national forests outside
of existing primitive areas, and it overlooked the vast
lands controlled by the BLM. In short, its review process
omitted far more defacto wilderness than it included.
Finally, it did not include in the instant system any
more areas than the minimum, noncontroversial amount - the
the lands within existing national forest wilderness. 23
C. Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976
When the Wilderness Act became law in September 1964, the
Department of the Interior's Bureau of Land Management (BLM)
administered approximately 475 million acres of federally owned lands
- the largest acreage of any federal land management agency. Yet, the
Wilderness Act made no provision for a mandatory review of BLM lands
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- the largest acreage of any federal land management agency. Yet, the
Wilderness Act made no provision for a mandatory review of BLM lands
to determine their wilderness suitability. It was not until Congress
passed the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA) that
the BLM was given ".. .its first unified, comprehensive mandate on how
[its] public lands should be managed. The law establishes a policy of
generally retaining the public lands in federal ownership, and it
directs BLM to manage them under principles of multiple use and
24
sustained yield."
Under FLPMA, BLM is directed to conduct an inventory of its
public lands and their resources; this includes identification and
study of areas having wilderness characteristics as described in the
1964 Wilderness Act. Section 603(a) of FLPMA requires the Secretary of
the Interior to report to the President, by October 21, 1991, his
recommendations as to the suitability or nonsuitability of such areas
for preservation as wilderness. The President is required to report
his recommendations to Congress by October 21, 1993. During the period
of wilderness review, "...and until Congres acts on the President's
recommendations, the Secretary is required to manage such lands so as
not to impair their suitability for preservation as wilderness,
25
subject to certain exceptions and conditions." The complete text of
FLPMA appears in Appendix C.
The next chapter will discuss the Bureau of Land Management's
policies for lands under wilderness review as well as for areas
already designated by Congress as part of the National Wilderness
Preservation System. The shape of these policies was determined
primarily by the Congressional wilderness mandates in the Wilderness
33
Act of 1964 and the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976.
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Chapter III
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT WILDERNESS POLICIES
A. Summary of BLM Involvement in Wilderness Review
The Department of the Interior's Bureau of Land Management
administers the largest acreage of any federal agency. In 1984, the
Bureau of Land Management had jurisdiction to 342 million acres or 47
1
percent of all federal land. Approximately half of this acreage is
2
located in the state of Alaska. Besides the BLM, other federal land
management agencies with acreage in the National Wilderness
Preservation System (NWPS) include the Forest Service (25 million
acres i n the NWPS), the National Park Service (35 million acres) and
the Fish and Wildlife Service (19 million acres in the NWPS). As shown
in Table 3, however, of these four major federal land management
agencies, the BLM has the smallest number of acres (12,000) in the
National Wilderness Preservation System. In 1983, the National
Wilderness Preservation System comprised approximately 80 million
3
acres. Figure 8 in Appendix D provides a map showing the locations of
all the wilderness areas in the United States as of September 1983.
Table 5 in Appendix E provides a list of all these wilderness areas by
state, agency, and acreage.
One major reason why only a minute fraction (.004 percent) of the
BLM's total acreage has thus far been designated as wilderness is
because it was not until 12 years after the 1964 Wilderness Act was
passed that BLM received a specific mandate from Congress to review
its lands for wilderness suitability - section 603 of the Federal Land
Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) of 1976. Under section 603 of FLPMA,
the BLM was required to review its entire inventory of roadless
36
Table 3
National Wilderness Preservation System
as of January 30, 1983
A gency's N W PS
Acreage as "% of:
" of "'n of Total
# of Agency's Total Agency Total Acreage U.S. Land
NWPS NWPS Agency Land in NWPS of These Area
Agency Units Acreage Acreage NWPS Acreage 4 Agencies
U.S. Forest Service (USFS) 165 25,252,8tXM 190.719,1M 13.24 "' 31 t;". 3.7 1.1
National Park Service (NPS) 36 35,334,500 79,01M,000 44.71 "a 44.28";. c.2 1.5
Fish & Wildlife Service (FWS) hi 19,208.300 88 827.,( X 21.b2 "" 24. 0 2.8 0-8
Bureau of Land Management (BLM) 3 12.(XX1 31.49 1. 0( 0.004". 0.01" U 0 2. (-00(X5
TOT AL 269 79.1807,600 t74, 3t,400 J 100.00 " .ll 7, 3.4".
Largest Unit: Wrangell-St. Elias, Alaska 8,700,000 acres
Smallest Unit: Pelican Island. Flonda 6 acres
Source: Sierra Club, National Wilderness Preservation System, pamhlet
(San Francisco, CA: Sierra Club, September 1983), p. 2.
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acreage for possible wilderness values. On November 14, 1980, the BLM
announced the results of its wilderness inventory on lands outside of
Alaska (Alaska is treated separately): 149 million acres were
determined to lack wilderness characteristics (e.g. naturalness,
solitude, and opportunities for primitive and unconfined recreation),
4
and 25 million acres were identified as wilderness study areas. A
wilderness study area, according to the BLM is, "a roadless area that
has been inventoried and found to have wilderness characteristics as
described in section 603 of FLPMA and section 2(c) of the Wilderness
5
Act of 1964." Appendix A provides a full definition of the term
"wilderness."
How many of the BLM's 25 million acres of wilderness study areas
outside of Alaska will eventually be designated wilderness by Congress
is anybody's guess. Allin (1980) speculates that "... from 10 to 20
million acres of present BLM wilderness study areas will eventually
6
find their way into the National Wilderness Preservation System."
Farney and Taylor (1986), however, state that the BLM "...seems
unlikely to recommend even half" of the 25 million acres of wilderness
study areas for wilderness designation. What is likely, state Farney
and Taylor, is that the BLM's "recommendations will touch off a
7
congressional debate expected to continue into the 1990's."
Besides the late Congressional mandate (1976 FLPMA), another
reason why very little BLM acreage has thus far been designated
wilderness is the length of the wilderness review process. The process
is a lengthy one, and two or more years often go by after review
before the wilderness fate of a candidate area is finally debated by
Congress.
The BLM has two broad, basic wilderness policies for lands under
38
its jurisdiction. One is a temporary or interim wilderness policy for
lands under wilderness review. The other policy is for BLM lands that
have received wilderness designation by Congress. Both policies
evolved from Congressional wilderness mandates contained in the
Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) of 1976. A summary of
the intent of these two BLM policies follows.
B. Interim Management Policy and Guidelines for Lands Under
Wilderness Review
To fulfill the mandate of section 603 of FLPMA. The BLM has
developed a comprehensive wilderness review
of the program includes a wilderness review
inventory, study, and reporting to Congress
elements of the wilderness review deal with
under wilderness review and "instant" study
Instant study areas are those tracts o
administratively designated as a "primitive
is tract of land that contains wilderness c
was passed it authorized BLM staff to immed
program. One major element
process with three phases:
The two other major
the management of land
areas.
f BLM lands that had been
" area. A primitive area
haracteristics. When FLPMA
iately begin wilderness
suitability studies of lands that had were already designated as
primitive areas. More will be said about instant study areas and the
BLM's wilderness review process in chapter 6.
To manage lands under wilderness review, in 1979 the BLM
developed a document titled Interim Management Policy and Guidelines
for Lands Under Wilderness Review. The Interim Management Policy
applies to two categories of BLM lands: "(1) lands for which the
wilderness inventory process has not yet been completed, and (2)
wilderness study areas (WSA's). These two categories are together are
8
referred to as lands under wilderness review."' The wilderness
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inventory process, which is the first of three major phases
(inventory, study, and reporting) of the BLM's wilderness review
process, leads to indentification of wilderness study areas.
Wilderness study areas consist of lands which the BLM has determined
have wilderness characteristics as defined in the Wilderness Act of
9
1964.
As its name implies, the Interim Management Policy document
establishes policies and guidelines for determining allowable uses and
activities on BML lands under wilderness review. The Interim
Management Policy is temporary and applies only until Congress acts on
a wilderness study area. If Congress designates an area as wilderness,
then the BLM's Wilderness Management Policy document will apply to the
area. The Interim Management Policy also ceases to apply if Congress
decides that an area will not be designated as wilderness; when this
occurs, the area reverts to management for the uses and activities
10
specified in other pertinent BLM planning documents.
The BLM's Interim Management Policy for lands under wilderness
review puts forward five general policies. The first states that lands
under wilderness review must be managed in a manner that will not
impair their suitability for preservation as wilderness. BLM calls
this its "nonimpairment" standard, and says that it applies to all
uses and activities in lands under wilderness review except those
specifically exempted by FLPMA, such as "grandfathered" uses.
Grandfathered uses include grazing, mining, and mineral uses that
existed on the date FLPMA was approved (October 21, 1976). The second
general policy states that these grandfathered uses are allowed to
continue on lands under wilderness review "...in the same manner and
degree as on [October 21, 1976], even if this impairs wilderness
40
suitability. These uses, [however], must be regulated to ensure that
11
they do not cause unnecessary or undue degradation of the lands."
The other three.general BLM policies for lands under wilderness
review state that such lands cannot be closed to appropriation
(mineral leasing or mining claims) under mining laws in order to
preserve their wilderness character, that valid existing land and
mineral rights must be recognized, and that lands under wilderness
12
review must be managed to prevent unnecessary or undue degradation.
Section B in Chapter 1 of the BLM's Interim Management Policy document
provides specific guidelines describing how the agency is to apply the
five general policies that have been mentioned here.
Another chapter in BLM's Interim Management Policy document
provides a list and brief discussion of management guidelines for
specific activities within lands under wilderness review. The
guidelines deal with nine land use activities: recreation, cultural
and paleontological resources, land action (i.e.,land sales and
trades, rights-of-way, access to mining claims and non-federal land,
and withdrawls), forestry, wildlife, fire management, watershed
management, rangeland management, and mineral uses. The guidelines are
detailed and will not be discussed here. However, their intent is to
provide specific guidance to the BLM on a number of land use
activities so that the agency will manage wilderness study areas in a
way that will not degrade their wilderness characteristics. Wilderness
characteristics include naturalness (an area that generally appears to
have been primarily affected by the forces of nature, with manmade
disturbaces substantially unnoticeable) and opportunities for
primitive and unconfined recreation.
The BLM's Interim Management Policy document also includes a
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chapter on how the BLM is to implement its policies for lands under
wilderness review. Guidelines are provided for five areas of
implementation: activities subject to control under the Interim
Management Policy, evaluation procedures, decisions and appleals,
13
enforcement, and record keeping.
C. Wilderness Management Policy
To manage lands designated by Congress as wilderness, the BLM in
1981 produced a document titled Wilderness Management Policy.
Congressional wilderness mandates from the 1964 Wilderness Act and the
1976 Federal Land Policy and Management Act form the basis for BLM's
three general wilderness management policies. Under the Wilderness Use
Concept, it is the BLM's policy to manage wilderness areas in a manner
that will preserve their wilderness characteristics (e.g. naturalness,
and opportunities for primitive and unconfined recreation).
The three major factors which make up an area's wilderness
character, as defined in section 2(c) of the Wilderness Act and as
addressed in the 1976 Federal Land Policy and Management Act, fall
into three broad categories: naturalness, outstanding opportunities
for solitude or a primitive and unconfined type of recreation, and
special features. Section 2 (c) of the Wilderness Act states that a
wilderness area "...generally appears to have been primarily affected
by the forces of nature, with the imprint of man's work substantially
unnoticeable [and] has outstanding opportunities for solitude or a
14
primitive and unconfined type of recreation." Solitude is defined as
"(1) the state of being alone or remote from habitations; isolation;
15
(2) a lonely, unfrequented or secluded place." Primitive and
unconfined types of recreation are defined as "those activities that
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provide dispersed, undeveloped recreation [and] which do not require
facilities or motorized equipment. In most cases, opportunities for
solitude and primitive recreation go hand-in-hand, and both are
16
dependent on naturalness."
Section 2(c) of the Wilderness Act states that wilderness areas
"may also contain ecological, geological, or other features of
17
scientific, educational, scenic, or historical value." Since these
special features are optional wilderness characteristics, an area may
meet the Wilderness Act's definition of wilderness without having the
special features. However, these special features are usually present
in wilderness areas and in some cases they may provide the most
compelling reason for wilderness designation. To help preserve the
three broad categories of wilderness characteristics (that were
mentioned above) on wilderness designated BLM lands, the BLM states
that management of such lands will be based on a Principle of
Nondegradation. Under this principle, "the central thrust of BLM
wilderness management is to prevent degradation of natural conditions,
opportunities for solitude or primitive recreation, and special
18
features."
The Wilderness Use Concept states that wilderness areas are to be
devoted to the public purposes of recreational, scenic, scientific,
educational, conservation, and historical uses. Congressional
wilderness mandates have directed the BLM to provide such
opportunities for public uses in a manner that will not impair an
area's wilderness characteristics. Under another Congressional
directive, the Nonconforming Use Concept, the BLM has a policy that
allows nonconforming but accepted uses specifically permitted in
wilderness areas by the Wilderness Act and subsequent wilderness laws
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(e.g., grandfathered uses). Another general BLM wilderness policy is
to manage wilderness areas in a manner that will complement multiple
use management of adjacent lands through protec.tion of watersheds,
wildlife habitat, natural plant communities, and other natural
19
resources.
The BLM's Wilderness Management Policy document contains eleven
specific wilderness policies that are to guide BLM personnel in
fulfilling the BLM's three general wilderness management policies. The
eleven specific policies cover the following areas of wilderness
management:
1. Preservation of wilderness character.
2. Prohibition of certain uses (i.e., no motorized
vehicles, permanent roads or structures except subject
to existing private property rights or compelling
management needs such as fire protection).
3. Minimum tools, equipment, or structures necessary
for protection of wilderness resources.
4. Vistor use.
5. Nonconforming uses (i.e., existing private rights,
mineral leasing and control of fires, insects, and
diseases when there is a threat to human life,
property, or high value resources).
6. Existing structures and installations.
7. Aquisition of non-federal lands (authorized by purchase
or exchange).
8. Research and collrction of management information (to
be conducted in an unobtrusive manner.)
9. Buffer zones and adjacent lands. (No buffer zones are
to be created around wilderness areas to protect them
from the influence on activities on adjacent lands.
Other mitigation measures may be employed however.)
10. Visitor information and education.
11. Administration. (A wilderness management plan must be
developed for each wilderness area.) 20
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To implement its wilderness management policies, the BLM has
developed a list of twelve guidelines for specific activities and uses
within wilderness areas. The list of management guidelines deal with
the following uses and activities:
1. Recreation and visitor use (i.e., visitor management,
improvements and facilities, fuelwood, contests, and
recreational or hobby mineral collecting).
2. Cultural and historic resources.
3. Forestry resources (i.e., cutting of trees and shrubs,
cutting of trees for administrative purposes, cutting
of trees for fuelwood, and reforestation).
4. Fish and wildlife (i.e., hunting and fishing, fish and
wildlife habitat, wildlife manipulation, trapping,
rodents, and predators).
5. Fire, insect, and disease management.
6. Water resource management (i.e., watershed restoration
and water improvements).
7. Air quality.
8. Rangeland management (i.e., livestock grazing
operations, recreational livestock, and wild horses
and burros).
9. Minerals management (i.e., mining law administration,
mineral leasing, mineral patents, common varieties of
mineral materials, and paleontological resources).
10. Administrative structures and facilties (i.e.,
administrative sites, fences, trails, air fields,
heliports and helispots, and structures and facilities
constructed, used or proposed by other agencies).
11. Use of motorized or mechanical equipment.
12. Research and studies.
The final chapter in the BLM's Wilderness Management Policy
document deals with implementation of the BLM's wilderness policies.
The BLM is to develop a wilderness management plan for each designated
wilderness area under its administration. The plan must specify the
actions that will be taken to preserve the wilderness resources of an
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area; the actions, of course, must be consistent with the BLM's
wilderness policies. Public participation is required in the
development of each wilderness management plan (WMP). At least one
public hearing must be held, and the public must be given at least 45
days to comment on a proposed WMP. The WMP's are to be updated on a
regular basis or when conditions change. The public must also be given
21
the opportunity for involvement during plan changes.
C. Overview Analysis of BLM Wilderness Review Mandates
A major weakness of the 1964 Wilderness Act and subsequent
wilderness legislation such as the Federal Land Policy and Management
Act (FLPMA) is that they did not provide funding for additional
personnel to review, plan for, and manage wilderness areas. Although
in 1983 the BLM only had 12,000 acres, or .002 percent, of its 316
million acres designated as wilderness, in the future up to 25 million
of acres under BLM administration could be designated as wilderness.
What this indicates is that more BLM staff time will have to be spent
in preparing environmental impact statements for wilderness study
areas and in developing wilderness management plans for the areas that
are eventually designated as wilderness by Congress.
From the comments made in 1977 by Daniel P. Baker, the BLM's
director for Wyoming, it appears that BLM personnel were already fully
occupied before the wilderness review requirements of FLPMA came along
in late 1976. According to Baker:
We've alway known we don't have the organizational
capability to do the job fully. We calculate we have the
resources to do 55 percent of the mandated job. So
you've got to look at your priorities and decide what
cannot be done.' 22
Today in 1986, Ed Hastey, the California BLM director, is echoing
some of the same concerns as Baker about being understaffed and
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underbudgeted. In an April 26, 1986 Wall Street Journal article,
Hastey stated that: "I 've got 18 rangers to patrol an area the size
of several Eastern states. A guy can get a bull dozer and run a road a
23
mile out before we even know he's there."' In addition to overseeing
wilderness reviews of millions of acres of California BLM lands,
Hastey also "oversees wind farms and geothermal energy projects on BLM
lands, cattlemen and gold miners, utility corridors, and a California-
24
to-Texas pipeline project - all on a tight budget."
Having sufficient personnel to adequately plan for and manage
wilderness areas may also be difficult if the budgets of federal land
management agencies continue to be cut as the Reagan Administration
has done during its term in office. In short, lack of adequate funding
and personnel for federal land management agencies such as the BLM
could delay fulfillment of the goals and objectives called for in the
Wilderness Act and in FLPMA.
Besides adequate funding and personnel, another potential
wilderness management problem for the BLM and other federal land
management agencies is that the mineral rights in some areas
designated as wilderness may be owned by private interests. The
Wilderness Act and FLPMA allow for the extraction of mineral resources
in wilderness areas provided certain guidelines and -conditions are
met. However, even though a mining plan to extract coal in a
wilderness area may meet environmental regulations, such an activity
would nevertheless still disrupt the wilderness character of an area.
As an example, the Forest Service has faced the problem of private
mineral owners wanting to extract coal in eastern wilderness areas. In
one case, the Nature Conservancy was able to raise funds to acquire
the coal rights to a wilderness area threatened by coal development.
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The federal government later purchased those coal rights. The
problem is that federal land management agencies usually have very
limited funds available to purchase private mineral rights (which if
they involve fossil fuels can be very expensive) in wilderness areas
threatened with mineral extraction.
Thus, even though federal wilderness legislation has provided
laudable goals and directives for federal land management agencies
such as the BLM to identify, review, and recommend areas having
suitable wilderness characteristics, the legislation has simply failed
to provide for corresponding funds to plan for and manage wilderness
areas. Funding for the study, planning, and management of present and
potential wilderness areas is therefore vulnerable to the political
climate present when the federal budget is submitted each year.
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Chapter IV
THE SETTING
OF THE KING RANGE NATIONAL CONSERVATION AREA
A. Area Description
1. Location
The 60,000-acre King Range National Conservation Area is located
230 miles north of San Francisco, 70 miles south of Eureka, and 20
miles west of Garberville (see Figure 4). Although most of the King
Range National Conservation Area is within Humboldt County, the
southernmost three percent of the Area lies in northern Mendocino
1
County (see Figure 5). Most of the national conservation land south
of Shelter Cove is known as the Chemise Mountain Primitive Area.
2. Geographic Features
Rugged mountainous topography covered with forest dominates most
of the King Range National Conservation Area. The Area hugs the
California coastline for about 35 miles and extends inland up to six
miles. The King Range Area includes one of the longest and most remote
stretches of undeveloped California coastline. The mountains virtually
meet and rise from the sea all in one place. Kings Peak, the tallest
mountain in the area, rises to an elevation of 4,087 feet within less
than three miles from the shores of the Pacific Ocean. One of the
Bureau of Land Management's publication states that "this abrupt rise
is unmatched on the California coast and is rare anywhere in the
2
world." Pictures in Appendix E illustrate the rugged topography and
scenic beauty of the King Range Area.
The Area's rugged terrain and high precipitation (some parts of
the Area receive over 100 inches of rainfall per year) forced state
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highway planners to direct State Highway I (the Pacific Coast Highway)
inland 20 to 30 miles from the King Range coast. The lack of a major
paved road has left the King Range Area relatively devoid of human
settlements and has preserved most of the area in a rather natural and
isolated state for many years. Hence, the King Range is nicknamed
3
California's "Lost Coast." Although there are some dirt roads in the
King Range, most of the area can only be seen by hiking. Off-road
vehicles are not allowed in the King Range National Conservation Area
except for a three-mile stretch of beach immediately north of Shelter
Cove.
3. Wildlife
An abundance of animal species (resident, visiting, and
migratory) are suported within the King Range National Conservation
Area and its neighboring coastal waters. There are 31 species of
reptiles and amphibians, 75 species of terrestrial and marine mammals,
and 258 bird species. Some species were classifed as threatened in a
1974 Bureau of Sports Fisheries and Wildlife listing. The threatened
species in the King Range include the southern bald eagle, the
American preregrine falcon, and the California brown pelican. The
spotted owl, which prefers nesting in old growth Douglas Fir trees, is
14
a potentially threatened species. Although the Roosevelt elk were
once eliminated in the King Range many years ago, the Bureau of Land
Management has reintroduced a few elk into the area.
4. Land Ownership
As of August 1980, the King Range National Conservation Area had
59,600 acres within its boundaries. 13,180 acres (22 percent) were
privately owned. The largest concentrations of privately owned land
(mostly residential) continue to be in the Shelter Cove and Whale
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Gulch areas. Whale Gulch is located in the Mendocino County portion of
5
the national conservation area.
The Shelter Cove subdivision was developed in the late 1960s and
early 1970s on what was once a sheep ranch. Most of the 5,000 lots
laid out are on slopes so steep and unstable that they have been
rendered unbuildable by the California Coastal Commission (a state
agency responsible for reviewing development applications along most
of the California coastline). Little development has taken place in
Shelter Cove and future development is likely to be minimal due to,
among other things, problems with electric power distribution, limited
water resources, sewage disposal problems, and identification of
6
numerous archeological sites in the area.
Since the mid 1970s, the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) has had
an ongoing program to acquire private land holdings (by purchase
and/or land trades) within the King Range National Conservation Area.
As the program continues, the proportion of public lands in the King
Range will increase. Chapter 5 will further discuss the BLM's land
aquisition program.
5. History
The first inhabitants of the King Range National Conservation
Area were the Wilkhut, Sinkyone, and Mattole Indians. Archeologists
estimate that these people inhabited the area for over 2,000 years up
until the 1860's. Evidence of their existence is found in the form of
shell mounds (middens) which are scattered along the King Range
7,8,9
coast.
Some historians speculate that the first white people to see the
King Range coast were the shipboard crews of the Spanish explorer Juan
Cabrillo, who sailed along the Northern California coast over 400
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10
years ago in 1543. There is no evidence, however, that Cabrillo's
crews actually landed along the King Range coast.
The abundance of grazing land in the King Range attracted the
first white settlers in the 1850s. Consequetly, livestock products
became the cornerstone of the local economy for nearly 100 years.
Other early export products of the local economy included tanbark
(bark from the tanoak tree used for tanning leather), apples from a
few orchards in the Mattole River Valley, and for a brief period,
petroleum.
In June of 1865, the small village of Petrolia (located about
three miles from the northernmost boundary of the King Range National
Conservation Area) became the site of California's first drilled oil
well. For a brief time, crude oil was shipped to San Francisco.
However, due to the low quality and volume of oil, commercial
11
production ceased within a short period.
Many of the first white settlers in the area regarded the native
Indians as savages and fighting resulted. In 1865, the Native
Americans were removed from the King Range and relocated onto
12
reservations in Northern California.
In the early 1900s, commercial fishing based in Shelter Cove had
varying degrees of succes. During the 1950s and 1960s, commercial
logging of Douglas Fir boomed. Today, few timber remains on private
lands within the King Range National Conservation Area. An interesting
point to note, according to the Bureau of Land Management, is that
"although the King Range is in the heart of the Redwood Empire, by a
curious combination of climate and topography, no redwood is native to
13
it."
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The area that is now the King Range National Conservation Area
originally came into federal ownership in 1848 when Mexico ceded
California to the United States. Areas of the King Range were then
sold off to private citizens or given to homesteaders. Today, owners
of private inholdings within the King Range Area are primarily
ranchers with grazing interests or owners of mineral estates (mining
claims). The Bureau of Land Management was first given formal
jurisdiction over the area in 1970 upon passage of the King Range Act.
Other public agencies with jurisdiction over some portion or
activities wthin the King Range include: the California Coastal
Commission, the State Lands Commission (responsible for intertidal
areas along the beach), and the California Department of Fish and
Game.
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Chapter V
LEGISLATIVE AND MANAGEMENT HISTORY
A. The King Range Act
Efforts to conserve and manage the natural resources of the King
Range date back as far as 1929. In that year, public lands along this
stretch of California coastline were recognized as outstanding and
were withdrawn from disposal or sale until their highest and best uses
1,2
could be determined. Between 1929 and 1962, grazing and some timber
harvesting were the primary land use activities in the King Range.
In 1962, increasing interest and awareness by local residents and
conservation organizations led Northcoast area Congressman Clem Miller
to introduce the first version of the King Range Act. After
Congressman Miller's death, his successor, Congressman Don Clausen,
continued the effort to achieve recognition for the King Range area.
On October 21, 1970, the King Range Act (Public Law 91-476) was signed
into law. The Act called for the establishment of the King Range
3
National Conservation Area.
Some of the major points of the King Range Act include the
following:
1. It authorizes and directs the Secretary of the Interior
to ...consolidate the public lands in the area...under
a program of multiple usage and of sustained yield'[of
renewable natural resources].
2. It directs that ...there will be a comprehensive,
balanced, and coordinated plan of land use, development,
and, and management of the area,.. .based on an inventory
and evaluation of available resources...and other
features of the Area.' The plan is to cover all land
within the Area regardless of ownership. 4 [The Bureau
of Land Management owned 31,000 acres out a total of
54,000 acres when the King Range National Conservation
Area was created in 1970.] 5
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3. The Secretary may acquire lands or interest in lands
within the Area through purchase or exchange. In an
exchange of lands, the Secretary can pay or accept up to
one-third the value of the land in cash to equalize
values. The Secretary may not acquire, without the
consent of the owner, any private lands which, on the
date of the Act [October 21, 1970] were utilized for
residential, agricultural, or commercial purposes so
long as such usage is compatible with the purposes of the
Act.
4. The Secretary may establish reasonable mining regulations
to ptotect the scenic and aesthetic values of the Area
and to insure against the pollution of the streams and
waters.
5. The Secretary shall [formally] establish the Area after
copies of the [management] program are submitted to
Congress, the Governor of California and the supervisors
of the counties in which the King Range is located, after
publishing a notice of his intention, and after receiving
expression of the local views. 6
B. King Range Management Program
The King Range Act called for a comprehensive management program
which would include "a quantitative and qualitative analysis of the
7
resources of the Area," and which was to be completed before the
Secretary of the Interior could formally designate the King Range as a
National Conservation Area. Hence, land use planning for the King
Range (as one component of a comprehensive management program) started
with field inventories of the area's resources in 1972. According to
the Bureau of Land Management, "the detailed analysis of this effort
comprise several volumes of reports, stacks of computer printouts, and
8
many photographs and map overlays."
The first draft of the King Range Management Program was released
in March 1974. A revised draft was issued in May 1974. Bureau of Land
Management staff determined that under National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) regulations, an environmental impact statement (EIS) was
required for the proposed King Range Management Program. A draft EIS
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was released to the public on May 31, 1974. The final EIS was released
on August 13, 1974. In September 1974, a final copy of the management
program was issued.
1. Summary of King Range Management Program
The King Range Management Program has several components.
Briefly, the program includes designation of the King Range National
Conservation Area boundaries, a multiple use plan, a management
program implementing the plan, and regulations governing mining
9
activities in the Area.
A principal requirement of the King Range Act is that "the plan
will indicate the primary or dominant uses which will be permitted on
10
various portions of the Area." To fulfill this mandate, the land use
plan of the King Range Management Program divides the King Range
National Conservation Area into seven zones (see Figure 5) with
primarily topographic boundaries. The zones "...were identified and
delineated based on resource inventory and preliminary planning
11
information." A summary of the primary and secondary uses in each of
the seven zones is provided in Table 4.
The following excerpt from the final environmental impact
statement summarizes some of the major impacts from the King Range
Management Program:
The proposal will restrict mineral exploration,
construction of 37 miles of new road and reconstruction
of 30 miles of existing road will result in some increase
in sedimentation, reseeding of 1,200 miles of presently
eroding soils, and reforestation of 2,600 acres will
reduce sediment yield and restore productive capacity of
forest sites. Recreation use will incerase by over 100
percent, leading to adverse impacts on wildlife and
primitive recreation values. 12
It should be stressed at this point that the King Range
Management Program is not enitely complete at this point. Some parts
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Table 4
Summary of Primary and Secondary Uses Within the
Zones of the King Range National Conservation Area
Zone Primary Use
1 Recreation
2 Recreation
3 Residential
4 Recreation
(Primitive)
5 Residential
6 Forestry
7 Wildlife
ZONE SUMMARY
Secondary Use *
Wildlife, livestock
Watershed, wildlife,
fisheries, livestock
Recreation
Watershed
Recreation
Watershed, wildlife,
fisheries, recreation,
minerals, livestock
Fisheries, forestry,
watershed, recreation
TOTAL
Acres % NRL** as
(Total) of 3/1/74
254
23,031
3,507
3,606
1,276
12,047
24.1
80.2
1.6
89.0
12.9
52.9
63.310,458
54,179 62.9
* This is not an exclusive listing; it only lists the major
secondary uses.
** National Resource Lands (Public Lands administered by BLM)
Source: U.S. Bureau of Land Management, Final Environmental Impact
Statement on the King Range National Conservation Area
Proposed Management Program (Sacramento, CA: U.S. Bureau of
Land Management, August 13, 1974, p. 10.
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parts of the Program have yet to be completed, such as a grazing plan
and a complete inventory of archeological resources in the King Range.
Amendments to the Program will likely be made as changing conditions
and situations in the King Range warrant new management strategies.
The BLM's current proposal (see chapter 7) to recommend 31,300 acres
in the King Range for wilderness designation is being treated as a
proposed land use amendment to the King Range Management Program. In
sum, the Program is still evolving.
2. Land Acruisition
The King Range Act aurhorizes the Secretary of the Interior to
acquire private inholdings within the King Range in order to
consolidate public land holdings. The rationale for public acquisition
of private tracts is that it will provide for more efficient
management of the public lands within the King Range National
13
Conservation Area.
The desirability of consolidating public lands within the King
Range go back as far as 1961. In that year, Congressman Clem Miller
introduced H.R. 6793 in the 87th Congress - the first draft of the
King Range Act. H.R. 6793 sought the transfer of widely scattered
tracts of public lands in Humboldt County in exchange for private
14
lands within the King Range.
When the King Range Act was passed by the 91st Congress in 1970,
the Bureau of Land Management owned 31,000 of the 54,000 acres within
15
the initial boundaries of the King Range National Conservation Area.
The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) began its land acquisition program
in 1972 "...when it became apparent that activities on private lands
such as additional subdivisions and logging were imminent. Such
actions threatened to detract significantly from the values of the
65
16
Area and limit management opportunities."
Numerous acquisitions of private inholdings took place in the
1970s and early 1980s. In 1976, Congress extended the boundaries of
the King Range north to the Mattole River, thus adding some 5,600
acres to the total land area. As of May 1985, according to a BLM
publication, approximately 52,000 (87 percent) of the 60,000 acres
within the present King Range National Conservation Area boundaries
17
were public lands owned and administered by the BLM. Most of the
private lands within the King Range National Conservation Area
continue to be concentrated in the Shelter Cove and Whale Gulch areas.
Since the King Range Act limits public expenditures for
aquisition of private lands to $1.5 million, the majority of BLM's
aqusitions have been through land exchanges. The King Range Act does,
however, provide for "cash equalization payments of up to one-third
the value of the most valuable property by either party in an
18
exchange."
Most of the BLM-owned tracts of land outside of the King Range
National Conservation Area boundaries (but in the vicinity) "...were
not suitable for exchange to the average King Range land owner because
they are generally isolated, lack legal access, and do not possess the
19
recreation, homesite and speculative values desired." To overcome
these obstacles to consolidation of public lands within the King
Range, the BLM entered into a "third party" exchange program with
local timber companies whereby the timber companies purchased
available private tracts within the King Range and transferred them to
the BLM in exchange for BLM timber land outside of the Kings Range
20
National Conservation Area boundaries.
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The King Range Act does not allow BLM to acquire private lands by
condemnation unless the land use(s) on a private tract are clearly
incompatible with the purposes of the Act. What is perhaps the only
incident of BLM use of condemnation occurred in late August of 1975.
The owner of a 360-acre tract north of Big Flat in Zone 1 (see Figure
5) had been issued a logging permit by the California Board of
Forestry after a formal hearing where BLM staff had objected to the
logging proposal. When the private land owner commenced logging
operations, the BLM filed condemnation action in U.S. District Court
in San Francisco and was awarded possession of the property a day
later. According to BLM, the logging operations were incompatible with
21
the management plan for that particular zone.
The BLM anticipates permanent private ownership of approximately
6,500 acres within the King Range National Conservation Area. Most of
this acreage is concentrated in the Shelter Cove and Whale Gulch
residential areas. There are now approximately 8,000 acres of private
22
land within the Area's boundaries.
3. BLM Administrative Staff
For management purposes, BLM has divided California into
jurisdictional districts. Each district has a principal BLM office
where a BLM district manager oversees the administration of BLM
property and programs. Each district is further broken down into sub-
jurisdictions called resource areas, each with a BLM office and an
area manager. The King Range National Conservation Area is located
within the BLM's Arcata Resource Area of the Ukiah District (see
Figure 6). The BLM's Arcata office, which manages the King Range Area,
is located about 80 miles north of the King Range. The BLM's Ukiah
District office is located over 100 miles south of the King Range.
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At the present time, there is one full time BLM resident
administrator, a summer recreation/fire technician, and a seasonal
maintenance worker in the 60,000-acre King Range National Conservation
Area. A temporary administrative and seasonal visitor information
center has been established in the vicinity of Thorn Junction and
Shelter Cove Road (near the southeastern entrance to the King Range
Area). There are four developed campgrounds in the King Range; all of
which are open to the public.
4. Fire Protection and Law Enforcement
The possibility of forest fires in the King Range is highest
during the warm, dry summer months. The Bureau of Land Management
contracts with the California Division of Forestry for fire
protection. A major feature of the fire plan for the King Range
requires that the BLM's Ukiah District Manager approve any use of fire
23
equipment on the steep, damageable slopes of Zones 2 and 4.
The primary law enforcement agencies for the King Range National
Conservation Area are the Humboldt and Mendocino County Sherrif's
Departments. California Department of Fish and Game wardens are
24
responsible for enforcing fish and game regulations.
5. Public Participation in the Development of the King Range
Management Program
Section 3 of the King Range Act mandated that public and private
assistance be used in the preparation of a management program for the
King Range. In the summer of 1972, formal public involvement began
with the formation of two advisory committees. One committee was
composed of citizens who represented such interests as local
landowners, ranchers, businessmen, recreationists, and
conservationists. The other committee was composed of representatives
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from piblic agencies (county, state, and federal) who were involved in
fields realted to land use such as geology, soils, wildlife, water,
25
and recreation.
The advisory committees met in the fall of 1972, in February
1973, and in April 1973. BLM staff held a total of eight meetings with
the committees during various stages of plan formulation. Five public
meetings were held in various communities within the BLM's Ukiah
District to present the BLM's proposed management recommendations for
the King Range National Conservation Area. The major and most
controversial issue discussed at the public meetings concerned off-
road vehicle (ORV) use on the beaches of the King Range coastline.
Numerous oral and written comments were expressed both for and against
allowing ORV use on the beaches. QRV users felt that the proposed
recommendations to prohibit ORV use along certain stretches of King
Range coastline were too restrictive. On the other hand, those opposed
to vehicle use of the beach felt that the entire King Range coastline
should be closed to ORVs, primarily to preserve the coast's wilderness
26
or primitive values.
On October 15 and 16, 1973, additional public meetings were held
in the communities of Garberville and Honeydew (near the King Range)
to present the BLM's final recommendations for management of the King
Range and to receive final public comments. With the exception of
vehicle use on the beaches, BLM's proposals were generally acceptable
27
to the public.
A draft summary of the King Range Management Program and
environmental assessment were distributed to the public in March 1974.
A public hearing was held on April 6, 1974 in Redway (near the King
Range) to receive public comments on the proposed management program.
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A draft environmental impact statement (EIS) on the proposed
management program was made available to the public on August 13,
1974. The King Range Management Program was adopted by the BLM in
28
September 1974.
5. King Range Transportation Plan
In August of 1985, the BLM's Arcata Resource Area office
released a draft transportation plan for the King Range. The 30-
day public review period for the draft plan ended on September
15, 1985. On January 23, 1986, the BLM's Ukiah District Manager,
Van W. Manning, approved the final version of the King Range
Transportation Plan.
The transportation plan addressed the management and impact of
motorized vehicles on public land within the King Range National
Conservation Area. The plan designates which roads, trails, and
beaches will be open, closed, or limited to motorized vehicle use. Up
until January of 1986, only the coastline beach area of the King Range
had undergone such a designation process. The transportation plan
calls for closing some roads in the area that were previously open to
vehicle use and it presents proposed management and monitoring
strategies to help ensure that BLM regulations on off-road vehicle
29
(ORV) use are enforced.
Within the text of the transportation plan, acknowledgement is
made of past illegal ORV use of areas that were technically "closed"
to vehicles. As one example, the BLM documented evidence of ORV damage
to archeological sites on the coastline a short distance south of the
Mattole River. In 1984, the BLM fenced some of the archeological sites
30
"...to prevent unauthorized ORV and pedestrian damage to them."
To help prevent vehicles from entering restricted beach areas and
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to keep them from using abandoned (closed) roads in the King Range,
the transportation plan states that signs, gates, trenches, and log
barriers will be constructed at key points. To help monitor and
enforce the new vehicle regulations for the King Range, the
transportation plan states the following:
Field patrols by the Area Outdoor Recreation Planner,
summer Recreation Fire Technician, and Maintenance
Worker will...be conducted at least once a week.
Volunteers from local communities such as Whale Gulch,
will inform the Area Outdoor Recreation Planner of any
incidents relating to vehicle use in closed areas.
College interns will also be used for field patrol.
Field patrol people will photograph any resource
damage... .31
Additionally, during the deer hunting season, BLM personnel will
be stationed at key locations to prevent hunters from operating
vehicles in closed areas. Although some portions of existing road will
be permanently or seasonally closed to the general public, owners of
private inholdings will be allowed vehicle access to their property
via existing roads.
BLM staff conducted an environmental assessment of the King Range
Transportation Plan and concluded that the proposed action (the plan)
would have positive impacts on the King Range environment and would
protect the area's resources to a greater extent than the status quo
transportation regulations. The BLM's Arcata Resource Area Manager,
John Lloyd, concluded that the transportation plan would have no
significant impact on the human environment and therefore an
32
environmental impact statement was not necessary.
However, four out of the 70 people who wrote letters commenting
on the Draft King Range Transportation Plan felt that the BLM's
environmental assessment of the proposed plan was inadequate. Although
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the transportation plan state that the 3.5-mile stretch of beach from
Black sands Beach to Gitchell Creek will continue to be open to off-
road vehicles (ORVs), 49 out of the 70 public comment letters favored
closing the entire King Range coastline to ORVs. And although 58 of
the 70 letters favored public closure of all
Range Wilderness Stud
has kept some section
In preparing the
apparently cognizant
lands within the King
34
use. In this case,
means keeping some of
constituents and havi
roads within the King
y Area (WSA) boundaries, the transportation plan
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s of roads in this WSA open to vehicles.
transportation plan, however, BLM staff was
of the King Range Act's directive that the public
Range be managed under a program of multiple
it appears that multiple use to the BLM staff
the King Range open to its off-road vehicle
ng more roads open for the benefit of its deer
hunting constituents; all this is balanced against demands by
environmental constituents who would like to see further retrictions
on vehicle use in the area.
During the development of the King Range Transportation Plan, BLM
staff consulted with other public agencies and some members of the
public with an interest in the King Range. One public citizen who
apparently was not consulted was Cecelia Gregori of the Lost Coast
League (a citizen's group formed in the fall of 1982 to oversee land
management activites along the King range coastline). Gregori feels
that the development of a final King Range Transportation Plan at this
point in time is premature and inappropriate since the King Range is
in the process of being considered for "wilderness area" status.
Gregori believes that the transportation plan's prosposals to close
some roads in the King Range to vehicle use and to seasonally limit
vehicle use on others are positive steps toward better preserving the
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area's natural resources and limiting the erosional effects of keeping
roads open. The BLM should not, however, allow vehicles on roads
within the King range Wilderness Study Area boundaries, says Gregori,
35
because this diminishes the area's wilderness qualities.
In the BLM's April 1986 newsletter for the Ukiah District, it was
announced that the King Range Transportation Plan is being appealed to
the Interior Board of Land Appeals by several environmental groups.
The appellants are given 30 days from the date of appeal to file a
statement of reasons to support their appeal. According to the
newsletter, "The attourney for the appellants, Sierra Club Legal
Defense Fund, has requested a 60-day extension of time for filing the
statement of reasons. The plan decisions cannot be implemented until
36
the appeal is resolved."
There are many components that make up the King Range
Management Program. Only summary descriptions of some of the
components (e.g., land use plan, aquisition program, and
transportation plan) have been presented in this chapter.
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Chapter VI
THE WILDERNESS REVIEW PROCESS
The Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) of 1976
provided a Congressional mandate for the Bureau of Land Management
(BLM) to review its public domain lands and identify areas having
wilderness characteristics. Once a review of public domain lands is
made, the Secretary of the Interior is required to report to the
President his recommendations (by October 21, 1991) as to which BLM
lands are suitable for preservation and which are more suitable for
nonwilderness uses. The President is required to report his
recommendations on the wilderness suitability of BLM lands by October
21, 1993. The BLM has established a wilderness review process for
public domain lands in order to fulfill the mandate of section 603 of
FLPMA. This chapter summarizes and evaluates the BLM's wilderness
review process, while specifically focusing in on the case study of
wilderness review for the King Range National Conservation Area.
A. Phases of the Wilderness Review Process
There are three major phases in the BLM's wilderness review
process: inventory, study, and reporting. The wilderness review
process applies to all public lands administered by the BLM except the
following:
- Lands where the United States owns the minerals but the
surface is not Federally owned.
- Lands being held for the benefit of Indians, Aleuts, and
Eskimos.
- Lands tentatively approved for state selection in
Alaska.
- Lands on the Outer Continental Shelf.
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- Oregon and California grant (0 & C) lands that are
managed for commercial timber production. 1
1. Inventory
The inventory phase of the BLM's wilderness review process was
initiated in 1978 and called for a review of public lands to identify
areas containing characteristics as defined in the 1964 Wilderness Act
(see Appendix A for an explanation of wilderness characteristics).
Areas that contained wilderness characteristics were identified as
Wilderness Study Areas. The procedures used in conducting a wilderness
2
inventory are described in the BLM's Wilderness Inventory Handbook.
The wilderness inventory of BLM lands in California was completed
in December 1979. Approximately 18.6 million acres were inventoried,
with 11.7 million acres identified as lacking wilderness
charcateristics. The BLM identified 6.8 million acres, comprising 185
3
separate tracts, as wilderness study areas. Two wilderness study
areas were identified within the King Range National Conservation
Area: The Chemise Mountain Wilderness Study Area and the King Range
Wilderness Study Area (see Figure 7). A description of the BLM's
wilderness inventory process in California and a general description
of all wilderness study areas in California are given in the BLM's
Wilderness: Final Intensive Inventory, Public Lands Administered by
BLM California Outside the California Desert Conservation Area (1979).
2. Study
The second phase of the BLM's wilderness review process involves
studying and evaluating all the values, resources, and uses within
wilderness study areas to determine whether an area is suitable or
nonsuitable for preservation as wilderness. An environmental impact
statement is done whenever a wilderness study area is recommended for
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wilderness preservation by the BLM. The BLM applies wilderness study
criteria and standards conatined in the BLM's Wilderness Study Policy:
Policies, Criteria and Guidelines for Conducting Wilderness Studies on
Public Lands (47 FR 5098-5122) to each wilderness study area. These
wilderness study criteria and standards will be presented later in
this chapter.
The two wilderness study areas within the King Range National
Conservation Area are nearing completion of the study phase of the
wilderness review process. A draft environmental impact statement
(DEIS) on the preliminary wilderness recommendations for the King
Range and Chemise Mountain Wilderness Study areas was released in
March 1985 by the BLM's Ukiah District Office. A summary of this
DEIS's contents are presented in the next chapter. Once the
preliminary final EIS for these two wilderness study areas is
released, sometime in October 1986, the study phase of the wilderness
review process for the King Range National Conservation Area will have
been completed. A final final EIS will be released by the Secretary of
the Interior in Washington D.C.
3. Reporting
Once the study phase for a wilderness study area has been
completed, the Secretary of the Interior submits a recommendation to
the President as to whether and how much of an area is suitable or
nonsuitable for designation as wilderness. The President then submits
his recommendation to Congress. A U.S. Geological Survey and Bureau
of Mines mineral survey of a wilderness study area must accompany
every "suitable" wilderness recommendation. Wilderness suitability
recommendations on all BLM wilderness study areas must reach the
President by October 21, 1991, and must reach Congress by October 21,
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1993. Only Congress can designate an area as wilderness, and therefore
5
a part of the National Wilderness Preservation System.
From a citizen participation point of view, one negative point
about the reporting phase of the wilderness review process is that
during the President's reporting period, which can be as long as two
years (1991-1993), is that there are no formal requirements for
citizen input. There is always the possibility that the President may
alter or substantially undo the wilderness recommendations in an
agency's final EIS. During the President's reporting period, however,
wilderness advocates and opponents are free to lobby the President in
order to try and influence his wilderness recommendations.
4. Instant Study Areas
A slightly different wilderness review process applies to tracts
of BLM lands called "instant study areas." Congress directed the BLM
to conduct wilderness studies for these areas before the completion of
the wilderness inventory for all BLM lands. There were 55 tracts of
BLM lands that were formally identified as "natural" or "primitive"
before November 1, 1975. These tracts of lands became instant study
areas because they had already been identified as having some of the
wilderness characteristics described in section 2(c) of the 1964
Wilderness Act (see Appendix A). Under the 1976 Federal Land Policy
and Management Act, the Secretary of the Interior was required to
submit recommendations on the wilderness suitability of the 55
6
BLM instant study areas to the President by July 1, 1980.
The Chemise Mountain Wilderness Study Area, located in the
southern portion of the King Range National Conservation Area, was
granted "primitive" status on September 25, 1975 by the California BLM
State Director. A Wilderness suitability recommendation for the
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Chemise Mountain Primitive Area was not submitted by the Secreatry of
the Interior to the President by the July 1, 1980 deadline. Instead,
BLM wilderness suitability recommendations for the Chemise Mountain
and King Range Wilderness Study Areas will be included in a
preliminary final EIS on the management proposals for these two WSA's,
which is expected to be released sometime in October Spring 1986. The
preliminary final EIS will be sent to the Secretary of the Interior
for review and approval. The Secretary will then send a final EIS to
the President who will then send his wilderness suitability
recommendations to Congress.
What the final Congressional wilderness determination for the
King Range and Chemise Mountain Wilderness Study Areas (WSA) is likely
to be will, to large a large extent depend on what California
Congressmen are in office when these wilderness study areas finally
come before Congress. Thus far, local (Northern California) public
support has been overwhelmingly in favor of designating large tracts
of the King Range National Conservation Area as wilderness. The King
Range is located in Congressman Doug Bosco's district. Bosco, a
liberal Democrat, has stated that: "the King Range has long been
recognized as a uniqyely valuable area, and I think its clear that
wilderness protection for a significant portion of the area will be
7
appropriate." At least one of California's Senators, Alan Cranston,
would be likely to support a King Range wilderness (assuming Cranston
is reelected in November 1986). Cranston, a liberal Democrat, has
introduced legislation that would place 7.5 million of the BLM's 12.5
million Southern California acres into national parks and wilderness
8
areas. California's other Senator, Pete Wilson, is a Republican. It
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is difficult to predict how Wilson might vote on a King Range
wilderness proposal in Congress.
Assuming that Bosco and Cranston are still in Congress when a
King Range wilderness bill finally comes before Congress, it seems
likely that some of the acreage in the King Range National
Conservation Area will eventually be designated wilderness. Why? One
reason is that usually, as a matter of courtesy, Congressmen outside
of the state where the wilderness study area is located are unlikely
to support creation of a wilderness area if the Congressmen in that
state are heavily opposed to the particular wilderness bill being
considered. Congressman Bosco and Senator Cranston would, however, be
likely to support a King Range National Conservation Area wilderness.
Additionally, one would expect majority Congressional support for a
King Range wilderness since Congress previously recognized the area's
unique natural qualities when it passed the King Range Act of 1970.
The major intent of the Act was to keep as much of the area in public
ownership and to have the area managed in a way that would conserve
and protect the area's unique natural qualites.
Furthermore, one would expect Congressional support for a King
Range wilderness area since there are no major resource extraction
debates concerning the area. Unlike other BLM wilderness study areas,
such as some in Utah that contain valuable minerals like coal, oil,
9
and uranium, the King Range is virtually devoid of mineral resources
and contains very little timber resources. Thus, based on local
Congressional support, and local public support, as well as the lack
of economic valuable resources of local, state, or national
importance, some parts of the King Range National Conservation Area
are likely to eventually obtain Congressional wilderness designation.
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B. Wilderness Study Criteria and Standards
As mentioned previously, during the study phase of the wilderness
review process, the BLM applies a set of wilderness study criteria and
standards to each wilderness study area to determine whether the area
(and how much of it) is suitable or nonsuitable for inclusion in the
National Wilderness Preservation System. An overview of the two study
criteria and the six wilderness study standards follows.
1. Wilderness Study Criteria
a. Evaluation ofWildernss Values
In determining an area's wilderness values, the BLM must consider
various factors. These wilderness determination factors are to aid BLM
staff in evaluating the wilderness values of an area and are listed
under one of four categories. First, under the mandatory wilderness
characteristics category, a wilderness study area must meet the
Congressional definition of wilderness established in the 1964
Wilderness Act before it can be recommended for wilderness
designation. This means that an area must be in a generally natural
state without permanent improvements or human habitation, and must
provide outstanding opportunities for solitude or primitive
recreation. The Wilderness Act suggests (but does not absolutely
require) that the size of a wilderness area should include a minimum
of 5,000 roadless acres; there are exceptions to this suggested
minimum size, such as in the case of offshore islands.
Under the special features category, a wilderness study area may
contain (but need not contain as a prerequisite for wilderness
designation) ecological, geologic, or toher features of scientific,
educational, scenic, or historical value. The multiple resource
category states that a wilderness study area may contain "benefits to
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other resources and uses that only wilderness designation could
10
ensure." Finally, the fourth category of wilderness factors that BLM
staffs use in evaluating the wilderness values of a study area is
titled Diversity in the National Wilderness Preservation System. This
last category of wilderness factors essentially asks three questions
of a wilderness study area (WSA):
(1) Would the WSA aid in expanding the diversity of
natural systems in the National Widerness Preservation
System ?
(2) What are the opportunities for solitude or primitive
recreation within a day's driving time (5 hours) of
major population centers nearest the WSA ?
(3) Would the WSA help in balancing the geographic
distribution of wilderness areas? 11
The BLM's "evaluation of wilderness values" criterion and its
categories in general appear to be reasonable and in support of the
1964 Wilderness Act's definition of wilderness. However, one problem
with this criterion is that it does not explicitly or clearly state
that the Wilderness Act's suggested minimum size (5,000 acres) for a
wilderness area is not an absolute requirement, but rather a
guideline. Congress has designated wilderness areas less than 5,000
acres in cases involving offshore islands and in cases with special or
unique wilderness feature(s). There are non-island wilderness areas of
various sizes over 1,600 acres but less than the 5,000-acre guideline.
A problem with this wilderness criterion surfaced in the BLM's
draft EIS on wilderness recommendations for the King Range and Chemise
Mountain Wilderness Study Area. In the draft EIS, one of the reasons
given by the Ukiah District BLM staff for recommending exclusion of
all of Chemise Mountain WSA from wilderness was that the area's size
of 4,300 acres fell short of the 5,000 acre minimum criterion. Only
84
after nearly 500 public comments supporting wilderness designation for
Chemise Mountain did the BLM reverse its initial recommendation. One
environmental organization commenting on the draft EIS, the Lost Coast
League, vigorously criticized BLM staff for its initial no wilderness
recommendation for Chemise Mountain WSA and pointed out that "there is
no provision in the [Wilderness] Act that disqualifies areas under
5,000 acres. [T]he Wilderness Act and a recent federal court precedent
10
clearly demonstrate small area eligibility." To support its
position, the Lost Coast League further pointed to section 2(c) of the
1964 Wilderness Act which states that:
A wilderness... (3) has at least 5,000 acres
of land or is of sufficient size as to make
practicable its preservation and use in an
unimpaired condition.'(Emphasis added.) 13
Clearly, it seems that the BLM should rewrite its evaluation of
wilderness values criterion to explicitly state that 5,000 acres is
merely a guideline and not a mandatory requirement in order for an
area to be designated as wilderness.
b. Manageability
The second BLM wilderness study criterion is that a wilderness
study area must be capable of being managed in ways that will
14
effectively preserve its wilderness character. One way of achieving
this management directive is related to the size of a wilderness area.
As stated previously, section 2(c) of the Wilderness Act, states that
a wilderness area should have "at least five thousand acres of land or
be of sufficient size as to make practicable its preservation and use
15
in an unimpaired condition."
2. Wilderness Standards
In addition to crietria, the BLM also applies "standards" to
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wilderness study areas when determining their suitability or
nonsuitability for designation as wilderness. These BLM "standards"
are not really standards in the numerical sense. Instead, they are
actually considerations. The "standards" used in the study phase of
the BLM's wilderness review process are as follows:
(1) Energy and Mineral Resource Values. Consider any
identified or potential energy and mineral resource
values.
(2) Impacts and Other Resources. Consider the extent to
which other resource values or uses of the area would
be foregone or adversely affected as a result of
wilderness designation.
(3) Impact of Nondesignation on Wilderness Values.
Consider the alternative use of land under study if
the area is not designated as wilderness, and the
extent to which the wilderness values of the area
would be foregone or adversely affected as a result of
this use.
(4) Public Comment. Consider comments received from
interested and affected public at all levels.
(5) Local Social Values and Economic Effects. Give special
attention to adverse or favorable social and economic
effects which designation of the area would have on
local socioeconomics.
(6) Consistency with Other Plans. Consider consistency
with offically approved and adopted resource-related
plans of other Federal agencies, state and local
governments, and Indian tribes. 16
The above considerations were addressed in the BLM's draft EIS on
the draft EIS for the King Range and Chemise Mountain Wilderness Study
Areas (see chapter 7). Through the BLM's wilderness study criteria and
standards, and through public comment, management issues and
alternatives are developed for the future management of a wilderness
study area.
C. Scoping
1. The Scoping Process
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The initial wilderness inventory and public comment period on the
BLM's California lands (including the King Range National Conservation
Area), occurred during 1978 to 1979. The intensive wilderness
inventory and public comment period occurred from 1979 to 1980. During
these two periods, BLM lands with wilderness characteristics were
identified, including the King Range and Chemise Mountain Wilderness
Study Areas (WSA's). In the December 30,1983 issue of the Federal
Register the BLM published a Notice of Intent to prepare an EIS on the
wilderness recommendations for the two WSA's within the King Range
National Conservation Area and a Notice of Intent to prepare an
amendment to the King Range Management Framework Plan (adopted in
1974). The land use plan amendment for the King Range National
Conservation Area will analyze wilderness values and issues and
identify alternative management options for the area. The EIS on the
land-use plan amendment will identify the environmental impacts of
management alternatives, including the BLM's preferred management
17
alternative.
The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) and the BLM have
regulations pertaining to the implementation of the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Before issuing a report on the
suitability of nonsuitability of a wilderness study area for
wilderness designation, the BLM must prepare an environmental impact
statement (EIS). The CEQ and BLM planning regulations require an early
and open process for determining the scope of issues to be addressed
in an EIS on a proposed action for a wilderness study area. The
scoping process is supposed to determine the scope and significant
issues to be analyzed in an EIS and is to eliminate from detailed
study insignificant issues or issues addressed in earlier
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environmental reviews. Scoping is therefore supposed to reduce the
length of an EIS and emphasize the important issues, alternatives and
impacts which are to be addressed in detail in an EIS. Another purpose
of the scoping process is to inform affected federal, state, and local
18
agencies and others about a proposed project.
The BLM's Ukiah District office, which oversees management of the
King Range, mailed a scoping letter on March 28, 1984 to over 1,000
individuals, agencies, and organizations on the Ukiah District's
mailing list.-The scoping letter explained the EIS process for the
King Range and Chemise Mountain WSA's and asked for identification of
issues that should be addressed in the EIS. By November 1, 1984, the
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BLM had received only 21 responses to the scoping letter.
In June 1984, the Ukiah District Advisory Council, a 10-member
body of public officials and District citizens (see Appendix G)
appointed by the Secretary of the Interior from a list submitted by
the BLM District Manager, formed a technical review team (TRT) to
study the wilderness issues identified during the scoping phase of the
EIS process and to make recommendations to the Advisory Council. The
TRT studied seven categories of issues pertaining to the King Range
and Chemise Mountain Wilderness Study Areas: wilderness and dispersed
recreation, recreation, forestry, wildlife, soils and watershed,
grazing and landowners, and local planning. The TRT held two meetings
to discuss wilderness issues and management alternatives for the King
20
Range and Chemise Mountain WSA's.
In the summer of 1984, the Ukiah District Advisory Council
reviewed the technical review team's report and was given a field tour
of the King Range National Conservation Area. The Advisory Council
later met to discuss the issues, and wilderness suitability
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recommendations were presented to the BLM's Ukiah District Manager on
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October 15, 1984. With three members absent, six of the seven
council memebers voted to recommend that only 14,000 acres of the
total 29,300 acres within the King Range WSA be selected for
wilderness designation. These six council members felt that the
presence of unpaved roads and highly visible scars left from animal
grazing and past logging meant that much of the the area could not
meet the criteria necessary for wilderness designation. One council
member, a wildlife biologist, had recommended a larger wilderness area
for the King Range WSA.
The Advisory Council's majority view that visible scars from
grazing and past logging activities would disqualify a large part of
the King Range WSA from meeting wilderness area criteria is debatable.
One reason is that if the King Range vegetation in grazed and logged
areas is left to mature, with time the natural ecological succession
will repair and hide past scars on the land. This was one of the
arguments that proponents of the 1974 Eastern Wilderness Areas Act
used in support of including remote tracts of previously logged Forest
Service land in that wilderness bill. Congress apparently agreed with
the argument that past logging activities should not automatically
exclude an area from wilderness status. Therefore, the Ukiah
District's reasons for excluding over half of the King Range WSA from
its wilderness recommendations are not very convincing.
It appears that the BLM's Ukiah District staff was also not very
convinced of the Advisory Council's reasons for recommending a
relatively small King Range WSA acreage for wilderness. The BLM itself
initially recommended an area for wilderness 7,000 acres larger than
what the Advisory Council was recommending. Now, after having received
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approximately 500 public comments, the BLM is recommending for
wilderness an area in the King Range WSA nearly twice as large (27,000
acres) as what the Advisory Council recommended (14,000 acres).
All of the seven council members voting agreed to recommend that
all of the 4,300- acre Chemise Mountain WSA be excluded from future
wilderness designation. Federal law requires that Chemise Mountain
continue to be managed as a primitive area if it is not granted
22
wilderness designation. The Ukiah District Advisory Council's
recommendations are, of course, non-binding on the BLM's Ukiah
District Manager. The wilderness management alternatives analyzed in
the BLM's draft EIS for the King Range and Chemise Mountain WSA's are
presented in the next chapter.
2. Major Issues Raised During the Scoping Phase of the
the Draft EIS on King Range Wilderness Proposals
During the scoping phase and at other points throughout the
wilderness review process for the King Range National Conservation
Area, various issues and concerns related to wilderness management
were raised. In the draft EIS on preliminary wilderness
recommendations for the King Range and Chemise Mountain Wilderness
Study Areas, eight major wilderness management issues were identified.
An overview of these concerns, as stated in the draft EIS, follows:
(1) Recreation. The existing King Range Management Plan
includes some intensive recreational developments near
the coast which would not be consistent with wilderness.
Also, vehicular access to the beach and for hunting
would be more limited within wilderness than under the
existing plan. The social impact on users, such as an
older person who cannot hike in the rugged terrain, is
a concern as the existing plan allows for developments
to accomodate a broader scope of people than wilderness.
(2) Livestock Grazing. The northern portion of the King
Range WSA has four grazing leases, and concern has been
expressed that wilderness may limit vegetation
manipulation and range improvements. Another concern is
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that wilderness designation may hinder predator (coyote,
bear, mountain lion) control, and that livestock on
private land near wilderness would be subject to
predators lving within the wilderness.
(3) Timber Management. Timber harvest is allowed in Zones 6
and 7 (eastern portion of the King Range) under the
existing plan, and this would be precluded under
wilderness designation. (See Figure 6 on page 50, or
Alternative 3 in Appendix J.)
(4) Soils/Watershed. Much of the acquired land within the
King Range has been disturbed by logging and poor
road building. Concern has been raised that wilderness
may hinder rehabilitation work by limiting the use of
heavy equipment.
(5) Minerals/Energy. There are some privately owned mineral
estates (Federal surface) interspersed throughout the
King Range. Mineral potential is low, but there is the
possibility of nuisance developments. King Range has
been identified by the California Energy Commission as
having potential for wind energy development which may
be affected by wilderness designation.
(6) Fire Management. Concern has been raised that wilderness
designation could hinder fire presuppression and
suppression activities in an area prone to fire.
(7) Wildlife Habitat. There is concern that habitat
manipulation for the benefit of big game, such as the
reintroduced Roosevelt elk, may be limited by
wilderness designations.
(8) Wilderness Values. Wilderness supporters are concerned
that mandatory wilderness values within the King Range,
naturalness and opportunities for primitive and
uncinfined recreation, will eventually be adversely
affected by developments, possibly irreversibly, unless
the area is added to the National Wilderness
Preservation System. 23
Perhaps one of the most controversial wilderness management
issues raised during the scoping phase of the draft EIS was off-road
vehicle use along King Range beaches. The BLM however chose no to
fully analyze this issue in the draft EIS, much to the displeasure of
environmental organizations and California Coastal Commission staff.
In its draft EIS on wilderness recommendations for the King Range and
Chemise Mountain WSA's, the BLM gives the following explanation for
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deciding not to address the issue of vehicular use along King Range
beaches:
Another postulate of this study is to restrict analysis
to the issue of wilderness suitability and any relevant,
proximate issues rather than to reanalyze all of the
issues which were addressed in the 1974 final
environmental impact statement for the King Range
National Conservation Area [Management Program]. For this
reason, alternatives which include analysis of opening
or closing the entire beach to vehicles was not
included. 24
The BLM decision to not analyze the off-road vehicle (ORV) beach
issue in the draft EIS merely because it had been previously addressed
during 1973-1974 development of the the King Range Management Program
does not appear to be well justified. Many of the written public
comments on the draft EIS have criticised the BLM for not analyzing
the ORV beach issue in light of its apparent incompatibility with the
purposes of a wilderness area (to provide opportunities for primitive
and unconfined recreation and solitude). The BLM is naive to assume
that because the QRV issue was addressed in 1973-1974 (over a decade
ago) that the interested parties have remained exactly the same and
that the current wilderness proposal for the King Range involves
analyzing issues in exactly the same context as was done during the
development of the King Range Management Program. BLM staff apparently
need to wake up to the fact that King Range issues and parties do not
remain exactly the same over a decade's time, and that wilderness
designation will involve tighter management restrictions for an area
in order to protect wilderness characteristics, and that therefore a
full analysis of the issues that could adversely affect the management
of a wilderness area need to be fully addressed in an environmental
impact statement.
Further discussion of the issues and environmental impacts
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associated with the BLM's wilderness management proposals topics will
be provided in the next two chapters.
D. Public Participation During the Wilderness Review Process
During the different phases of the wilderness review process
there are various opportunities for public participation and comment.
A summary will be given of public participation opportunities during
the inventory, study, and recommendations phases of the BLM's
wilderness review process, with particular attention given to the case
study of the King Range National Conservation Area.
1. Inventory Phase
As part of its inventory to identify public lands containing
wilderness characteristics, the BLM announced in 1979 that two
portions of the King Range National Conservation contained wilderness
characteristics which made them suitable for further wilderness study.
Simultaneously, the BLM announced that it was excluding from further
wilderness study small (less than 5,000 acres) scattered parcels of
BLM lands in Humboldt and Del Norte Counties, as well as 3,800 acres
in scattered parcels within the King Range Area. A 90-day public
comment period on the preliminary recommendations for wilderness study
areas within the BLM's Ukiah District ended at a public hearing on
August 29, 1979. After this public comment period eneded, the BLM
proceeded to make final recommendations on which areas within the
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Ukiah District would be suitable for wilderness study areas.
2. Study Phase
The BLM's wilderness inventory of its California lands identified
two wilderness study areas (WSA's) within the King Range National
Conservation Area: the Chemise Mountain and King Range WSA's. The BLM
published a Notice of Intent in the December 30, 1983 issue of the
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Federal Register which stated that the agency would be preparing a
land use amendment (analyzing wilderness management issues and
alternatives) to the King Range Management Framework Plan as well as
an environmental impact statement (EIS) on the proposed plan amendment
(wilderness proposals).
The scoping phase of the EIS process is an important opportunity
for public input in the study portion of the BLM's wilderness review
process. The BLM solicited public input to identify the issues and
concerns that should be analyzed in the EIS on the preliminary
wilderness management alternatives and recommendations for the King
Range and Chemise Mountain WSA's. A scoping letter was mailed to over
1,000 agencies, organizations and individuals on the BLM's Ukiah
District mailing list informing them of the EIS process and soliciting
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during the 30-day scoping period which ended April 27, 1984. As
mentioned previously, by November 1984, the BLM had received only 21
responses to its scoping letter.
Another critical opportunity for public input during the study
phase of the wilderness review process is during the 90-day public
comment period on a draft EIS for a wilderness study area. During this
90-day period, the BLM will accept public comments on the merits
and/or deficiencies of the draft EIS. BLM's Wilderness Study Policy
requires that a formal public hearing will be held within the 90-day
public comment period. On May 8 and May 9, 1985, the BLM held public
hearings on the draft EIS on preliminary wilderness management
recommendations for the King Range and Chemise Mountain WSA's. The 90-
day public comment period for this EIS ended on July 3, 1985.
In the draft EIS on wilderness aletrnatives for the Chemise
Mountain and King Range WSA's, the BLM's Ukiah District Adviasory
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Council favors a 14,000-acre wilderness alternative for the King Range
WSA (29,300 acres) and recommends nonwilderness for the entire 4,300-
acre Chemise Mountain WSA. The BLM Ukiah District staff also initially
recommended non-wilderness designation for all of the Chemise Mountain
WSA (see Alternative 2 in Appendix K), and recommended a 21,300 acre
wilderness alternative for the King Range WSA (see Alternative 5 in
Appendix J).
However, at the two public harings held in May 1985 on the draft
EIS, the overwhelming majority of citizens who spoke favored
wilderness designation recommendations for the total 33,600 acres in
the Chemise Mountain and King Range WSA's. A majority of those
testifying at the public hearings specifically stated that the BLM
should have expanded the King WSA recommeded alternative to include
the eastern portion of the King Range (Zone 7) which contains the
Honeydew Creek watershed. The Honeydew Creek watershed includes nearly
700 acres of old growth Douglas fir forest, provides riparian habitat
for salmon, and provides habitat for several protected bird species,
including the endangered spotted owl. A majority of the speakers
expressed concerns that if the Honeydew Creek watershed were not
recommended for wilderness protection, it would make it easier for
future logging operations to occur in the area, thus threatening the
quality of riparian and forest habitats for salmon and protected bird
28,29
species, respectively.
Although the BLM's preferred wilderness management alternative
for the King Range WSA favors continuing to keep open to off-road
vehicles (ORV's) a three mile stretch of beach from Shelter Cove north
to Gitchell Creek, a majority of the speakers at the two May 1985
public hearings favored closing to ORV's all of the 20-mile stretch of
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beach from Shelter Cove north to the mouth of the Mattole River.
Chapter 8 will present more specific views of public reaction to the
draft EIS's treatment of the use of ORV's in the King Range.
During the 90-day public comment period on the draft EIS for the
King Range and Chemise Mountain WSA's, the BLM's Ukiah District
received over 400 written public comments. The overwhelming majority
of these written comments expressed the view that the BLM should
recommend the entire acreage (33,600 acres) in the two WSA's as
30
suitable for wilderness designation. Many of these written comments
also favored recommending additional acreage outside the wilderness
study areas (e.g. Honeydew Creek watershed) as suitable for wilderness
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designation.
In theory, a final EIS on a proposed action is supposed to have
taken into account and addressed the public comments and other agency
concerns which were raised during the 90-day public comment period on
the draft EIS. In practice, this is does not always happen. Sometimes
a final EIS "brushes aside" and does not seriously address legitimate
public concerns about the adequacy of the draft EIS in analyzing a
particular issue. Some of the public individuals, organizations (i.e.,
Sierra Club, Lost Coast League), and public agencies (i.e., California
Coastal Commission) that submitted written comments to on the BLM's
draft EIS on preliminary wilderness recommendations for the King Range
and Chemise Mountain WSA's expressed views which stated that the draft
EIS did not address certain issues (i.e., use of off-road vehicles) in
enough detail and was therefore deficient. More specific public
comments and criticisms of the BLM's draft EIS will be presented in
chapter 8.
Since the final EIS preliminary wilderness recommendations for
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the King Range and Chemise Mountain WSA's is not expected to be
completed until October 1986, it is to early to render a final opinion
or evaluation about public participation during this particular EIS
process. Two points can be made thus far however. One is that the
draft EIS dissappointed many members of the public, environmental
organzizations, and some public agencies (e.g. California Coastal
Commission) for its insuffiencient analysis of various environmental
issues such as off-road vehicle beach use, grazing, water quality and
fisheries, and the environmental effects of keeping certain roads open
within the wilderness study areas. (More will be said about the draft
EIS's deficiencies in the next two chapters.
Another point on public participation that can be made thus far
is that the 500 public comments on the draft EIS criticising the BLM
for not recommending a larger acreage for wilderness in the King Range
did have some impact on the wilderness review process. As was pointed
out previously, the BLM changed its initial wilderness recommendations
to include all of the 4,300-acre Chemise Mountain WSA and an
additional 6,800 acres in the King Range WSA as "suitable" for
wilderness. It remains to be seen, however, to what extent, if any,
the BLM will analyze (in detail) the public concerns raised about the
draft EIS in the final EIS. One would expect, as the Council of
Environmental Quality's regulations implementing NEPA require, that
the BLM will seriously consider and respond to public concerns raised
during the commmenting period on the draft EIS.
3. Reporting Phase
During the reporting phase of the BLM's wilderness review
process, the Secreatry of the Interior is required by the 1976 Federal
Land Policy and Management Act to submit his recommendations on a
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wilderness study area's suitability or nonsuitability for wilderness
designation to the President by October 21, 1991. The President must
then forward his recommendations to Congress by October 21, 1993. Only
Congress has the authority to designate an area as wilderness.
Throughout the reporting phase of the wilderness review process,
members of the public have the opportunity to express their views by
writing letters to the Secretary of the Interior, the President, and
Congressional members.
The wilderness designation process is highly political and
therefore public input, especially when collectively organized, can
have an influence on public officials involved in the process. As the
Sierra Club states in one of its publications,
Wilderness is a political process, and citizens must
be organized to express their concerns effectively.
Because the decision to designate wilderness is based on
a balancing of public concerns, citizens' comments are
influential at every step of the process. 32
4. Ukiah District Advisory Council
Another avenue that the BLM uses to incorporate public input
from different constituencies during the wilderness review process is
through district advisory councils. The 10-member Ukiah District
Advisory Council 's role is to provide advice (nonbinding) to the
District Manager. The membership of the Advisory Council consists of
local citizens living within the Ukiah District. The eight categories
of expertise represented on the Council as well as names and
backgrounds of the current members are provided in Appendix G.
Although the membership of the Council is supposed to represent a
cross-section of constituencies and interests, appointments are
usually political in nature. The Secretary of the Interior and the BLM
District Manager decide who gets appointed to the Advisory Council.
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Norte County.
According to the BLM's Arcata Resource Area Manager, John Lloyd,
appointments to the Ukiah District Advisory Council are political in
nature. Basically, members of public agencies and individual citizens
who have been "good" Republicans and/or share the land use management
philosophy of the present Reagan Administration and the Secretary of
the Interior are likely to be on the Advisory Council. The composition
of the Council's membership would likely be different if another
34,35
President were in office. The Advisory Council's views on the
BLM's draft EIS on wilderness recommendations for the King Range will
be presented in chapter 8.
E. Overview
The information presented in this chapter indicates that although
the BLM has a well defined set of guidelines to guide the wilderness
f
f
s
f
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review process for its public domain lands, the process is obviously
lenthy. The Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA)
gave the BLM a direct Congressional mandate to identify public domain
lands with wilderness characteristics, to study them, and to recommend
those areas that would and would not be suitable for wilderness
designation. Yet it was not until 1980 that the BLM had completed its
wilderness inventory of public lands. And finally, 10 years after
FLPMA, in 1986, the study phase of the BLM's wilderness review process
is expected to be concluded.
The reporting phase of the wilderness review process could take
up to another seven years since the President is required to submit
his wilderness suitability recommendations for BLM lands no later than
October 21, 1993. Until Congress makes a decision on the wilderness
suitability of BLM wilderness study areas, the areas must be managed
in a way that will not impair their wilderness characteristics (BLM
Interim Management Policy). Environmental organizations such as the
Lost Coast League and the Sierra Club contend, however, that the BLM
Ukiah District's decision to keep open certain roads in the King Range
WSA will impair the area's wilderness characteristics.
The lenthy wilderness review process for BLM lands seems
understandable when one considers that the BLM manages the largest
acreage of any federal land management agency (approximately 340
million acres). Moreover, in wilderness legislation, Congress did not
provide funding for additional BLM personnel to carry out the
wilderness review mandate. Most BLM lands are located in Western
states where the federal government is often the major land owner and
its land use policies (i.e., withdrawing tracts from future time
harvesting or mineral development0 can have a critical impact on local
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and regional economies. It appears that Congress set a long timetable
or deadline (October 21, 1993) for completion of the wilderness review
process on BLM lands in order to try and ensure that wilderness
decisons on millions of acres would not be made in haste and that the
environmental and economic impacts of withdrawing huge acreages from
resource development (e.g. timber harvesting and mineral extraction)
would be carefully considered.
Language in the 1964 Wilderness Act, the National Environmental
Policy Act, and the 1976-Federal Land Policy Management Act require
that opportunities for public participation be provided in the
wilderness review of public
lands. One cannot ignore, however,
that the wilderness recommendation decisons of BLM personnel are often
influenced by the political climate and the land use management
philosophies of whoever happens to occupy the positions of President
and Secretary of the Interior.
According to the BLM's Arcata Resource Area Manager, John Lloyd,
the BLM tries to give equal weighting to the various constituencies
and interests expressing their views during the wilderness review
process. Lloyd stated that in addition to public comments, the BLM
also relies heavily on wilderness criteria in deciding whether, and
how much of, an area to recommend as suitable for wilderness
36
designation.
Through language in the 1964 Wilderness Act, Congress reserved
for itself the ultimate decision-making authority on what lands would
be included in the National Wilderness Preservation System. Citizens
can nevertheless, through public input, influence the wilderness
recommendations of federal land management agencies.
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Chapter VII
SUMMARY OF DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT ON
KING RANGE AND CHEMISE MOUNTAIN WILDERNESS STUDY AREAS
In March of 1985, the Bureau of Land Management's Ukiah District
office released its Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) on
Preliminary Wilderness Recommendations for the King Range and Chemise
Mountain Wilderness Study Areas (see Figure 7). This chapter provides
a summary of that draft EIS. Descriptions of the different management
alternatives that were considered and analyzed for each of the
wilderness study areas (WSA's) are presented. Included among the
management alternatives for each WSA are the no wilderness (no action)
alternative and the all wilderness alternative, as required by the
1
BLM's Wilderness Study Policy document. A summary of the draft EIS's
environmental impact analysis of the alternatives will be provided as
well as some comments on the draft EIS by a few local parties. A
final EIS is scheduled to be released by October 1, 1986.
A. Overview of Activities Common to All Alternatives
Under the King Range Management Framework Plan, there are several
ongoing activities designed to implement the Plan's objectives. Many
of these activities would continue under all of the management
alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS for the King Range and Chemise
Mountain WSA's. Rehabilitation of watersheds would continue under all
alternatives in order to enhance the primitive and scenic qualities,
to reduce erosion and improve water quality, and to improve wildlife
habitat. The draft EIS states that "wilderness designation will not
significantly hinder the ability of the BLM to plant native species,
remove log jams, or rehabilitate roads as these activities will
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2
enhance mandatory wilderness characteristics." Mandatory wilderness
characteristics are those characteristics which the 1964 Wilderness
Act requires to be present in an area before it can be designated as
wilderness. The wilderness characteristics are naturalness (man's
imprint on the landscape is minimal or unoticeable), and opportunities
3
for solitude or primitive and unconfined recreation.
In 1983, the BLM and Region 1 of the California Department of
Fish and Game developed and approved a 10-year King Range Big Game
Management Plan. The management objectives of improving deer and elk
habitat are allowed under all of the wilderness management
alternatives. The draft EIS states that "while wilderness designation
may put some minor restrictions on the actual types of implementation,
it does not significantly affect legitimate wildlife improvement
4
projects or population controls."
The BLM has stated that it would continue, under all
alternatives, its program of acquiring private lands within the King
Range National Conservation Area. To assist in fire management efforts
for the Area, small primitive ridgetop helipads will be allowed under
5
all alternatives.
In order to help reserve idenitified prehistoric archeological
sites along the King Range coastline, the BLM has started to fence
some of these sites. To help preserve the Punta Gorda lighthouse
(which was in operation from 1912 to 1963 and is listed in the
national register of historic places), continual maintenance, such as
painting, will need to be done. The protection and study of all these
6
cultural sites will be allowed under all alternatives.
Private landowners and owners of mineral estates within the King
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Range National Conservation Area must be allowed vehicle access to
their property via existing roads. Therefore, in order to fulfill this
requirement, and to allow BLM personnel administrative access to the
interior of the King Range Area, the BLM plans to to keep existing
unpaved roads (i.e., Smith Etter, Telegraph Ridge, and Saddle
Mountain; see Appendix M) open and maintained under all wilderness
management alternatives. The roads will be open to the general
7
public.
The Lost Coast League believes that at the very least the Smith-
Etter Road should be closed to the general public and that access
should be controlled via a locked gate as there was prior to August
1984. Vehicular acces would only be permitted to owners of private
inholdings and to BLM management staff. The Lost Coast League is
concerned that keeping the Smith-Etter Road open to the general public
will lead to increased soil erosion and will impair wilderness
qualities in the area. Ideally, the League would like to see the
Smith-Etter Road "retired" (permanently closed) and turned into a
8,9
trail.
In June 1985, the California Coastal Commission's North Coast
District office (which was later closed due to budget cuts) submitted
written comments on the BLM's draft EIS for the Chemise Mountain and
King Range WSA's. Coastal Commission staff support the BLM's program
of acquiring private inholdings within the King Range and would like
to see a sunset clause in the final EIS stating that once the
acquisition of private inholdings is complete and vehicular access to
these parcels no longer necessary, the BLM should close existing
10
roads (e.g. Smith-Etter Road) in order to maximize protection of
coastal lands and their resources.
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B. King Range Wilderness Study Area Alternatives
According to the BLM, the selection of management alternatives
analyzed in the draft EIS for the King Range and Chemise Mountain
WSA's was based on issues identified during the scoping process,
11
on resource conflicts, and on wilderness study requirements.
Although the King Range WSA lends itself to the formulation of various
partial wilderness alternatives, the BLM chose to limit study in the
draft EIS "...to detailed analysis of alternatives which address an
issue, a significant resource conflict, manageability problems, or the
12
quality of mandatory wilderness characateristics."
Additionally the BLM chose to limit the breadth of analysis in
the draft EIS "...to the issue of wilderness suitability and any
relevant proximate issues, rather than to reanalyze all of the issues
addressed in the final enviornmental impact statement for the King
Range National Conservation Area. For this reason, alternatives which
include analysis of opening or closing the entire beach to vehicles
13
were not included." Many of the written public comments on the draft
EIS criticize the BLM for not analyzing certain issues, such as the
impact of keeping part of the King Range coastline open to vehicles.
1. Alternative 1 - All Wilderness - 29,300 acres
This alternative would designate all of the 29,300-acre King
Range WSA, as officially identified in the BLM's final wilderness
inventory, as wilderness. Not included within the above acreage would
be 3,600 acres of split estate lands (public surface and private
mineral rights/estate) within the peripheral boundaries of the King
Range WSA (see Alternative 1 map in Appendix J).
The King Range WSA is technically bisected by the Smith-Etter
Road (see map in Appendix M) - 6,900 acres north of the road and
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22,400 acres south of the road. The BLM plans to keep this road open
in order to provide vehicular access for owners of private inholdings,
for BLM administration and management of the area, and for the public
(including hunters). In addition, the draft EIS hints that if private
beachfront property at the end of Smith - Etter Road is acquired by
the BLM, "it could be used to provide parking and administrative
14
facilities, and the road would be maintained."
Lynn Ryan, a Humboldt County resident and active member of the
Sierra Club's Redwood Chapter, submitted written comments to the BLM
on the draft EIS. Ryan considers the BLM's plan to keep the Smith-
Etter Road open to the general public (under all management
alternatives) absurd, stating that: "We are talking wilderness here,
15
the elimination of motorized traffic, not the expansion thereof."
Furthermore, Ryan stated that draft EIS "discussion of naturalness,
opportunities for solitude and primitive recreation [mandatory
wilderness characteristics] are moot if motor vehicle access is
16
permitted [in a wilderness area]." Commenting on one of the BLM's
rationale's (hunter access) for keeping narrow hazardous roads, such
as Smith-Etter, open to the general public, Ryan had this to say:
There are those who argue for the necessity of vehicles
for sport hunting [draft EIS pages 2-4 & 3-4]. I do not
see the sport' in hunting from the hood of a truck or
car. Put the earth spirit back into sport hunting by
tracking on foot, animal (man) to animal confrontation. 17
Under Alternative 1, as well as other wilderness management
alternatives for the King Range WSA, the BLM plans to continue to
allow vehicle use of a three-mile stretch of beach (below mean high
tide) from Telegraph Creek north to Gitchell Creek (see map in
Appendix M). The BLM apparently took this action in order to satisfy
some demands from off-road vehicle users. The coastal boundary of BLM
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lands in the King Range is the mean high tide line. The State of
California maintains ownership of lands from mean high tide to three
miles out to sea. For stretches of the King Range coastline other than
the three mile section mentioned above, the BLM maintains closure of
the beach below mean high tide under authority of the California State
18
Lands Commission.
Livestock grazing in existence prior to the area's designation as
wilderness would be allowed to continue. Predator control, when a
threat to livestock either inside or outside of the wilderness area,
would be allowed.
2. Alternative 2 - All Wilderness, Plus - 32,900 acres
This alternative would designate the entire King Range WSA, plus
the split estate lands within its boundaries, as wilderness (see
Alternative in Appendix J). The split estate lands (public surface and
private mineral rights) are included in this alternative because,
according to the BLM, "...the low mineral values indicated in the U.S.
Geological Survey-Bureau of Mines report make the exclusion of split
19
estate lands unwarranted." Additionally, the BLM is given authority
under section 202 of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of
1976 to include split estate lands in wilderness recommendations. The
32,900 acres under Alternative 2 do not include private lands However,
as private lands are acquired, they would automatically be added to
20
the wilderness area.
As in Alternative 1, the Smith-Etter Road, which bisects the
the wilderness study area would be kept open to provide vehicular
access to private lands, BLM administrative use, hunter access,
...and to provide enjoyment of the King Range to a broad range of
21
publics." Off-road vehicles would be allowed along the three-mile
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stretch of beach, below mean high tide, from Telegraph Creek to
Gitchell Creek. Livestock grazing established before designation of
the area as wilderness would be allowed as would predator control.
Under Alternative 2, as well as the other alternatives for the
King Range WSA, the area would be withdrawn from mineral entry (no
further mineral leasing or mining claims would be allowed) as of the
date of wilderness designation. The King Range Mining Regulations
(43CFR 3827) would continue to apply to existing claims within the
22
wilderness area.
3. Alternative 3 - No Action (No Wilderness) - 0 acres
Alternative 3 would not designate any of the King Range WSA as
wilderness. The entire wilderness study area would continue to be
managed according to the zonal system (see Figure 5 in chapter 5)
under the existing King Range Management Framework Plan approved in
1974. Under the Plan, the entire King Range National Conservation area
is divided into seven management zones, with each zone having a
primary land use with specific management objectives. The zones either
partially or entirely within the King Range WSA are Zones 1, 2, 3, 6,
and 7. Table 4 in chapter 5 provides a summary of the primary and
secondary land uses in each of the seven zones.
4. Alternative _ - Partial Wilderness (DAC) - 14,000 acres
This alternative would designate slightly less than half of the
29,300 acres in the King Range WSA as wilderness. Alternative 4 is the
recommended alternative of the Ukiah District Advisory Council (see
map of Alternative 4 in Appendix J). The 14,000 acres of wilderness in
this alternative include split estate lands (public surface and
private mineral rights. The objective of this alternative according to
the draft EIS, "...is to allow vehicular access for camping in the
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stretch of beach between Hadley and Kinsey Creeks [see Appendix M] and
to provide flexibility in building firebreaks and acces roads near the
23
ridgetop."
Livestock grazing in existence prior to wilderness designation of
the area would be allowed to continue. Predator control of species
that adversely affect livestock operations inside or outside of the
wilderness area would be allowed. Areas not designated as wilderness
within the King Range National Conservation Area would continue to be
managed according to the King Range Management Framework Plan.
5. Alternative 5 - Partial Wilderness (Proposed Action) -
21,200 acres
This is the preferred or recommended alternative of the BLM's
Ukiah District Staff. Although in the draft EIS the BLM proposed a
21,200 acre wilderness area (see map of Alternative 5 in Appendix J ),
the BLM is now recommending a larger wilderness (27,00 acres) for the
King Range WSA. This recent BLM change was apparently taken in
response to the numerous public comments favoring a larger wilderness
area. The new wilderness recommendation for the King Range WSA will
24
include most of the Honeydew Creek watershed (Zone 7). The Honeydew
Creek area contains old-growth Douglas fir forest which provides
important habitat for wildlife such as threatened bird species (e.g.
spotted owl and bald eagle). Major streams in the Honeydew Creek
watershed are the targets of ongoing debris removal and other efforts
to improve and/or restore fish populations and fish habitat.
According to the BLM's draft EIS, the objective of ALternative 5
"...is to include as much of the coastal area as possible within the
wilderness, while maximizing conflicts with other resource uses and
25
human activities." Split estate lands are included within the
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wilderness acreage proposed in this alternative. Like other wilderness
alternatives for the King Range WSA, livestock grazing established
prior to wilderness designation would be allowed to continue. Predator
control would also be allowed in the wilderness area. Vehicle access
to private inholdings would also be allowed. Although the BLM
acknowledges that vehicular access through a wilderness area would
cause some degradation of the sense of naturalness and solitude, it
concludes that the overall wilderness characteristics of the King
26
Range WSA will not be affected significantly. Table 8 in Appendix H
provides a summary comparison of the impacts of each of the five
alternatives analyzed for the King Range WSA.
C. Chemise Mountain Wilderness Study Area Alternatives
The draft EIS only analyzed two alternatives for the Chemise
Mountain WSA: all wilderness and no wilderness (no action). The
Wilderness Act of 1964 suggests (but does not require) 5,000
contiguous acres as the minimum size for a wilderness area. Since the
Chemise Mountain WSA comprises only 4,300 acres, the BLM chose not to
study any partial wilderness alternatives for the area. Table 9 in
Appenix I provides a summary comparison of the impacts of each of the
two alternatives analyzed for the Chemise Mountain WSA.
1. Alternative 1 - All Wilderness - 4,300 acres
The entire 4,300-acre Chemise Mountain WSA would be designated as
wilderness under this alternative (see map of Alternative 1 in
Appendix K). The wilderness study area does not include the two
existing campgrounds, Nadelos and Wailaki, which would continue to be
used as they now are. Chemise Mountain's present Primitive Area status
(an administrative designation applied prior to passage of the Federal
Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 to BLM Lands containing
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wilderness characteristics) would be dropped once the area acquired
wilderness designation.
In the draft EIS which was released in March 1985, the BLM's
preliminary wilderness recommendation was that Chemise Mountain was
not suitable for wilderness status primarily because of the area's
small size (less than the 5,000-acre suggested minimum for a
wilderness area) and because of the sights and sounds to the east and
west that would be visible and audible from some portions of the
27
area. The BLM recently reversed itself and is now recommending that
all of Chemise Mountain WSA be designated as wilderness.
2. Alternative 2 - No Action (No Wilderness) - 0 acres
Under this alternative, the entire 4,300-acre Chemise Mountain
WSA would continue to be managed as a Primitive Area (see map of
Alternative 2 in Appendix K). This area falls under Zone 4 of the
King Range Management Program. The major objective of the BLM is to
preserve the area's primitive qualities and opportunities for
solitude. The BLM plans to connect the Chemise Mountain trail system
28
to trails in the adjacent Sinkyone Wilderness State Park.
Logging is not permitted within the Chemise Mountain Primitive
Area. Some limited management efforts by BLM staff to control insects
or disease may be allowed if nearby commercial forest lands are
threatened and the actions will not significantly impair the area's
primitive (wilderness) qualities. Any development of minerals which
may involve surface disturbance of the land or which threaten to
impair the area's natural qualities would not be permitted. However,
the Chemise Mountain WSA would not be withdrawn from entry (mineral
leasing and mining claims) under mining laws for the King Range
29
National Conservation Area.
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The BLM states in the draft EIS that there are no resource
conflicts or nonconforming uses within the Chemise Mountain WSA which
would endanger the area's wilderness character, and that therefore the
area could be managed as wilderness over the long term. In spite of
these assertions, the BLM chose to make a preliminary wilderness
recommendation that Chemise Mountain not be designated as wilderness.
In arriving at its nonwilderness recommendation, the draft EIS
mentions that the BLM considered the following factors:
(1) [T]he proximity of Chemise Mountain to the Shelter Cove
subdivision (a paved residential road is actually part
of the WSA boundary);
(2) that the sights and sounds of private lands to the east
significantlyimpact the feeling of solitude;
(3) that the intent of wilderness is similar to the
primitive area designation; and
(4) that the opportunities for primitive or unconfined
recreation are limited due to the small size, steep
slopes, and dense vegetation which hinder dispersal
of users and confine them to a few trails. 30
The overwhelming majority of public comments on the draft EIS
favored wilderness designation for the entire Chemise Mountain WSA.
Environmental organizations, the California Coastal Commission's
Northcoast District Office (now defunct), and others commenting on the
draft EIS refuted BLM's contention that the Chemise Mountain WSA
(4,300 acres) was too small for a wilderness area. These parties
stated that the area's wilderness designation potential should be
analyzed in conjunction with its proximity to the Sinkyone Wilderness
State Park (immediately southeast of Chemise Mountain), which is also
31, 32
a part of California's "Lost Coast."
The Lost Coast League stated in its letter of written comments on
the draft EIS that there is nothing in the Wilderness Act that
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explicitly disqualifies areas under 5,000 acres from being eligible
for wilderness designation. The League pointed out that language in
section 2(c) of the Wilderness Act demonstrates flexibility in
accomodating small areas in the National Wilderness Preservation
System:
A wilderness ...(3) has at least 5,000 acres of land or
is of sufficient size to make practicable its
preservation and use in an unimpaired condition.
(Emphasis added.) 33
The Lost Coast League stronly disagrees with the BLM's rationale
that, "the sights and sounds of private lands to the East
34,35
significantly impact the feeling of solitude... ." The League
feels that the sights and sounds are minimal and actually enhance the
sense of wilderness solitude. Furthermore, the League points to
Congressional House and Senate Reports on the Endangered American
Wilderness Act of 1978 which cautions federal agencies from placing
too much emphasis on outside sights and sounds when evaluating the
wilderness suitability of an area. As an example, in the case of the
Sandia Mountain Wilderness in New Mexico, The House Report (No. 95-
540) stated:
The sights and sounds' of nearby Albuquerque, formerly
considered a bar to wilderness designation by the Forest
Service, should, on the contrary, heighten the public's
awareness and appreciation of the area's outstanding
wilderness values. 36
Thus, after receiving numerous oral and written public comments
favoring wilderness for all of the Chemise Mounatin WSA, the BLM's
Ukiah District office changed its preliminary wilderness
recommendation (no wilderness) and is now recommending that all of
Chemise Mountain be designated as wilderness. This illustrates that
members of the public, when numerous, organized, and vocal enough can
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influence the wilderness review process.
D. Wilderness Features and Opportunities in the King Range WSA
The BLM's Wilderness Study Policy (1982) document provides the
agency with detailed criteria and guidelines for studying wilderness
study areas to determine their suitability or nonsuitability for
wilderness designation. The two wilderness study criteria are:
evaluation of wilderness values and manageability. The manageability
criterion simply states that a wilderness study area "must be capable
37
of being effectively managed to preserve its wilderness character."
A discussion of the components of the other criterion - evaluation of
wilderness values - follows with special reference made to the King
Range WSA.
1. Mandatory Wilderness Characteristics
The BLM's Wilderness Study Policy requires that a wilderness
study area possess two mandatory wilderness characteristics to be
eligible for wilderness designation: naturalness, and opportunities
for primitive and unconfined recreation.
a. Naturalness
"Naturalness" refers to a requirement in section 2(c) of the
Wilderness Act which states that a wilderness area is one that
"...generally appears to have been affected primarily by the forces of
38
nature, with the imprints of man's work substantially unnoticeable."
Man's imprint on the landscape of the King Range WSA is evidenced
by approximately 25 miles of roads (unpaved), nearly 10 miles of
vehicle routes that are not maintained, past logging operations,
cattle and sheep grazing, some corrals, a few barns, and a few private
residential cabins along the beach. Sites subject to man's imprint
are concentrated in the northern half of the wilderness study area.
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The draft EIS mentions that man's imprint on the landscape is
particularly noticeable in the Big Flat area (on the coastline) due to
a few residential structures and an airstrip. However, the draft EIS
concludes that, "the potential for separating impacted portions from
39
the rest of the WSA is good." Areas within the WSA which best fit
the "naturalness" wilderness characteristic are the watersheds on the
west slope of the King Range between Cooskie Creek and Gitchell Creek,
and the Honeydew Creek watershed on the east slope.
b. Opprtunities for Solitude or Primitive and Unconfined
Recreation
Solitude
Due to the King Range WSA's large size, rugged topography, and
dense vegetation, many opportunities exist for visitors to find
solitude within the WSA. The opportunities for solitude, however, are
somewhat limited in some portions of the WSA due to the presence of
sights and sounds outside the southern and northeastern boundaries of
the WSA. The existing authorized use of motor vehicles along a three-
mile stretch of beach between Gitchell Creek and the southern boundary
(Telegraph Creek) of the WSA also reduce the opportunities for
40
solitude."
Primitive and Unconfined Recreation
The BLM defines "primitive and unconfined recreation" as those
activities that provide dispersed, undeveloped recreation which do not
41
require facilities or motorized equipment." The network of trails,
roads, and beach access provide outstanding opportunities for diverse
types of primitive and unconfined recreation over a very large area.
According to the draft EIS, "The King Range Beach is one of the few
publicly owned beaches along the California coast and has
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opportunities for hiking, camping, surf fishing, sightseeing, and
42
other forms of dispersed recreation."
2. Diversity in the National Wilderness Preservation System
In addition to mandatory wilderness characteristics, another
component used in evaluating the wilderness values of a WSA is
"diversity in the National Wilderness Preservation System." The BLM is
"to consider the extent to which wilderness designation of the area
would contribute to expanding the diversity of the National Wilderness
43
Preservation System from the standpoint of..." the three folowing
factors.
a. Expanding the Diversity of Natural Systems and Features
as Represented by Ecosystems and Land Forms
The general vegetation type of the King Range WSA is designated
as "Pacific Forest Province - California Mixed Evergreen Forest."
According to the Draft EIS, "Addition of [the] King Range WSA to the
Wilderness Preservation System would expand the diversity within the
system because there are no rugged coastal wilderness areas with this
44
general vegetation type."
b. Assessing the Opportunities for Solitude or Primitive
Recreation Within a Day's Drive of Maior Population
Centers
As of March 1985 there were "20 designated wilderness areas and
12 wilderness study areas within one day's drive (5 hours driving
time) of standard metropolitan statistical areas (SMSAs) from the King
45
Range WSA."
c. Balancing the Geopgraphic Distribution of Wilderness
Areas
The King Range WSA is located in the northern half of the Coast
Range of Northern California (the area north of San Francisco and west
of the Sacramento Valley). This geographic region of California has
120
five established wilderness areas and six BLM wilderness study areas,
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with most of these areas in the northern half of the Coast Range.
Looking at a wider geographic scale, there are few coastal wilderness
areas in the National Wilderness Preservation System. The Lost Coast
League points out that, "Outside of Alaska there is no other roadless
coastal wilderness with the dramatic mountainous topography found in
47
the [King Range National Conservation Area]." The mountains of the
King Range rise very abruptly (up to 4,087 feet) within less than
three miles from the coastline.
3. Special Features
A third component used in evaluating wilderness study areas is
titled "special features." Section 2(c) of the Wilderness Act and the
BLM's Wilderness Study policy define the special features component to
include "...ecological, geological, or other features of scientific,
49,50
educational, scenic, or historical value." A wilderness study
area need not contain special features as a requirement for wilderness
designation. However, the presence or absense of special feaitures can
play a significant role in influencing an agency to grant a "suitable"
wilderness recommendation for a WSA. The draft EIS on preliminary
wilderness recommendations for the Chemise Mountain and King Range
WSA's lists two special features for the King Range WSA: geomorphology
and cultural resources.
a. Geomorphology
The King Range WSA is an area undergoing intense erosion due to
the forces of streams, high annual rainfall (over 100 inches in some
portions), and the grinding movement of the North American
(continental) plate over the Pacific plate. The tectonic movement has
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uplifted the King Range shoreline up to 66 feet in some areas over the
last 6,000 years. This geologic action has also preserved some unusual
and scientifically valuable features. As an example, some coastal
terraces have been preserved complete with prehistoric flora and
50
fauna.
b. Cultural Resources
Another special feature of the King Range WSA is that the area's
coastline is rich in prehistorical cultural resources (archeological
sites) of national significance. At least 45 prehistorical
archeological sites ranging in size from 540 acres to six acres have
been recorded along the coastline of the study area. The following
excerpt from the draft EIS emphasizes the importance of the area's
scientific and historical values:
The study area, due to its remote location, offers an
opportunity unparalleled in California (if not the west
coast) to interpret coastal prehistory due to the
relatively high degree of preservation. Generally,
coastal archeological sites possess better preservation
of organic, especially fauna, materials than inland
sites. The subject prehistoric sites contain terrestrial
as well as marine fauna information, and when coupled
to the high levels of impacts elsewhere due to modern
development, reinforce the significance of the
assembledge. Moreover, the relative antiquity of these
coastal sites (at least 3,000 years) surpasses most
known coastal northern California sites... . These
factors add considerably to the intrinsic scientific and
heritage values. 51
E. Wilderness Features and Opportunities in the Chemise Mountain
WSA
1. Mandatory Wilderness Characteristics
a. Naturalness
Man's imprint on the landscape of the Chemise Mountain WSA
appears to be generally minimal. There is visible evidence along the
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crests of some ridges of firebreaks (vegetatively cleared areas)
constructed in 1973. However, evidence of these manmade landscape
alterations appears to be diminishing more and more due to the rapid
revegetation that has occurred. According to the draft EIS, in another
10 years it will be difficult to tell whether firebreaks ever occurred
in the areas. Another of man's intrusions in the area occurred several
years ago when 20 acres in the northern portion of the study area were
logged. Yet, the impact of this intrusion has been substantially
diminished by thick revegetation. The draft EIS speaks positively of
the hiking and horseback trails that have been constructed throughout
Chemise Mountain, stating that "...these developments enhance
52
man's use of the WSA."
b. Opportunities for Solitude or Primitive and Unconfined
Recreation
Solitude
Even though the Chemise Mountain WSA only contains 4,300 acres
the rugged topography and vegetative diversity of the area do provide
opportunities for solitude. Furthermore, the draft EIS states that
views toward the Pacufic Ocean and south into the Sinkyone Wilderness
State Park enhance this wilderness characteristic. The draft EIS goes
on to caution, however, that "...the Shelter Cove Marina, the
[airplane] landing strip, and residential development detract from the
53
feeling of solitude, as do the houses and barns visible to the east."
As was discussed previously in this chapter, however, various
organizations and individuals who commented on the draft EIS believe
that the impacts of outside sights and sounds are minimal, and in the
case of Chemise Mountain, actually enhance the area's wilderness
values - including solitude.
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Primitive and Unconfined Recreation
The draft EIS concludes that while opportunities for primitive
and unconfined recreation do exist in the Chemise Mountain WSA, they
are not outstanding due to the area's rugged terrain and dense
vegetation which restrict movement and the ability of users to
disperse themselves. Some examples of the types of primitive and
unconfined recreation in the Chemise Mountain WSA include: hiking,
backpacking, camping, horseback riding, photography, bird watching,
54
and sight seeing.
2. Diversity in the National Wilderness Preservation System
a. Expanding the Diversity of Natural Systems and
Features, as Represented by Ecosystems and Landforms
The general type of vegetation found in the Chemise Mountain WSA
is designated as "Pacific Forest Province - California Mixed Evergreen
Forest." The draft EIS states that the "addition of Chemise Mountain
to the Wilderness Preservation System would expand the diversity
within the system because the rugged topography on the coast with this
55
vegetation type is unrepresented."
b. Assessing the Opportunities for Solitude or Primitive
and Unconfined Recreation Within a Day's Drive of Major
Population Centers
There are 20 designated wilderness areas and 12 wilderness study
areas within one day's drive (5 hours driving time) of major
population centers (standard metropolitan statistical areas) from the
56
Chemise Mountain WSA.
c. Balancing the Geographic Distribution of Wilderness
Areas
The Chemise Mountain WSA is located in the northern half of the
Coast Range of Northern California (the area north of San Francisco
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and west of the Sacramento Valley). This geographic region of
California has five established wilderness areas and six BLM
wilderness study areas, with most of these in the northern half of the
57
Coast Range.
Even though most of the wilderness areas in the United States are
located west of the Mississippi River, there are few wilderness areas
which border the Pacific Ocean. Therefore, although the addition of
Chemise Mountain to the National Wilderness Preservation System (NWPS)
would place additional wilderness acreage in the western United
States, it would be adding a coastal wilderness area - something which
the West Coast and the entire country do not have an abundance of.
F. Environmental Impacts of the Proposed Action
This section will discuss the environmental impacts of the BLM's
wilderness management alternatives for the King Range WSA and for the
Chemise Mountain WSA. When all or a portion of a wilderness study area
is recommended for wilderness, it means that through study, the
responsible agency for the WSA has determined that the area's
resources and values can best be protected, utilized, and managed
under wilderness policy constraints. The BLM's Wilderness Management
Policy document specifies how wilderness areas are to be managed.
According to the BLM's draft EIS on preliminary wilderness
recommendations for the Chemise Mountain and King Range WSA's:
Wilderness designation merely limits some activities
which can result in nonuse of certain resources, which
in turn means that some potential environmental impacts
are reduced [(i.e., road construction and maintenance)],
or economic opportunities [(i.e., timber harvesting)]
are foregone. 58
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1. Impacts on King Range WSA
a. Wilderness Values
Under the present King Range Management Framework Plan, logging
and road construction are threats to the primitive values in Zones 6
and 7 (see Figure 5 in chapter 5 or see Appendix L). Wilderness
designation for the King Range WSA would prevent logging and road
construction. The wilderness values in Zones 1 and 2 are protected to
a great extent under the present management plan since these two areas
are set aside for dispersed recreation (e.g. hiking), scenic values,
and wildlife. Wilderness designation would legislatively protect the
King Range WSA and would withdraw the area from mineral entry (no
mineral leasing), thus preventing potential nuisance claims. The BLM's
draft EIS states that wilderness designation for the King Range WSA
would likely provide additional public pressure to have the area
better patrolled by BLM personnel and vehicle closure regulations
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better enforced.
b. Recreation
According to the draft EIS, wilderness designation for the King
Range WSA would not affect the types of public recreation which
presently exist in the area. The potential use of vehicles in the area
would be somewhat restricted under wilderness since some presently
unsafe roads and ways would be closed and the construction of new
roads prohibited. The BLM plans to keep the Smith-Etter Road (refer to
map in Appendix M) open under all wilderness alternatives in order to
provide visitors with easier access to the beach between Gitchell
Creek and Telegraph Creek. Environmental organizations, however, such
as the Sierra Club, the Lost Coast League, and the Northcoast
Environmental Center, would like to keep the Smith-Etter Road closed
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to vehicle use because keeping it open, they say, would diminish
opportunities for solitude and primitive recreation.
Under all of the five wilderness management alternatives for the
King Range WSA, vehicle use along the beach below mean high tide
between Telegraph Creek and Gitchell Creek would continue to be
permitted. Wilderness advocates believe that all of the beach along
the King Range coastline should be closed to vehicles. Keeping even a
protion of the King Range coastline open to vehicles, say wilderness
advocates, would diminish the wilderness characteristics and
opportunites (e.g., solitude and primitive recreation) of the area,
and would continue to make vehicle closure regulations difficult to
enforce, thus threatening coastal archeological sites in the King
Range. Overall, wilderness designation would have minimal effect on
present vehicle use in the King Range WSA if the BLM decides to
proceed with its plans to keep certain portions of the area open to
vehicles.
c. Cultural Resources
The most significant cultural resource values (e.g. archelogical
sites) in the King Range WSA are in Zones 1 and 2 along the coast (see
map in Appendix M). These resources are already significantly
protected under the King Range Management Framework Plan which
restricts surface disturbing activities. Nevertheless, wilderness
advocates such as the Lost Coast League and the Sierra Club would
prefer legislative protection (wilderness designation) of cultural
resources rather than administrative protection because a statute
provides a stronger and more permanent mandate to protect resources
than does an administrative regulation. The cultural resource values
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in Zones 6 and 7 would benefit from wilderness designation since
60
logging and road construction would be prohibited.
d. Visual Resources
The BLM's Visual Resource Management (VRM) system establishes
management classes that set various standards for maintaining the
quality of visual resources on BLM lands. The entire coastline in the
King Range WSA (Zones 1 and 2) is designated as VRM Class 2, which
prevents management activities from being evident in the landscape.
The Mattole River Valley and the east slope upland areas of the King
Range WSA (Zones 6 and 7) are designated as VRM Class 3, which allows
management activities to be visible but requires that they remain
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subordinate to the existing landscape.
The BLM automatically classifies wilderness areas as VRM Class 1
(no evident changes permitted). Although the BLM visual resource
management classes provide a basis for analysis of visual impacts,
they do not mean an absolute prohibition on a proposed project. Under
wilderness management alternatives 1 and 2 (see Table 8 in Appendix
H) , the visual resources in Zones 6 and 7 would be protected from the
impacts of logging and road construction, which would be prohibited
under wilderness designation.
Since the protection and enhancement of visual resources in Zones
1 and 2 is already a high priority under the existing King Range
Management Framework Plan (Alternative 3, see Table 8 in Appendix H)
wilderness designation would not add any actual protection to these
areas other than providing legislative instead of administrative
protection. Although the BLM automatically classifies wilderness areas
as VRM Class 1, the BLM's draft EIS states that: "VRM Class 1 in a
wilderness [area] is merely a technicality which means nothing for
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Zones 1 and 2."
e. Timber Resources
Under wilderness management alternatives 1 and 2 for the King
Range WSA, timber harvesting would be permitted on 6,500 acres of
currently available commercial forest land in Zones 6 and 7, which
have a standing volume of 60,000 marketable board feet of lumber. This
represents 26 percent of the timber production acreage and 54 percent
of the standing volume, respectfully, in Sustained Yield Unit 08 of
the King Range National Conservation Area. Wilderness management
alternatives 4 and 5 (see Table 8 in Appendix H) would have no impact
on the existing management program (Alternative 3) for Zones 6 and 7.
The BLM's draft EIS states that the projected loss of timber
production because of wilderness designation may be substantially
overstated. One reason for this is that wildlife inventories for the
Honeydew Creek watershed (Zones 6 and 7), as required by the King
Range Management Program have not yet been completed. The draft EIS
states that if the BLM finally determines that timber production
should be curtailed in the Honeydew Creek watershed in order to
enhance wildlife, then some loss of timber volume will occur
regardless of wilderness status.
Additionally, the draft EIS states that an operations inventory
would have to be conducted to determine the precise acreage of how
much of Zones 6 and 7 can be economically logged; this has not been
done. Therefore, some loss of timber volume and acreage could result
from such an inventory. There are no local mills that have any
significant dependence on timber from the King Range National
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Conservation Area.
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f. Vegetation/Soils and Watershed
Human manipulation of the natural growth and ecological
succession of vegetation is generally prohibited in wilderness areas.
Under the BLM's Wilderness Management Policy, however, the state BLM
director has the authority to order suppression of fires and control
of disease in wilderness areas when adjacent non-wilderness areas or
private property are threatened. Wilderness designation for the King
Range WSA would allow vegetation to reestablish itself on fire trails,
abandoned roads, and logged areas. The long-term growth and succession
of vegetation would enhance the visual resources of the area by hiding
openings and bare soil.
Although vegetation helps stabilize soil and decreases the
likelihood of erosion and stream sedimentation, the overall effect of
vegetation on erosion rates in the King Range would be small due to
the rugged terrain and high natural levels of erosion. In highly
vegetatively-degraded smaller drainages, however, the effect of
allowing natural vegetative succession could be highly beneficial.
Wilderness management alternatives 1 and 2 for the King Range WSA
prohibit logging in those protions of Zones 6 and 7 within the
wilderness study area boundaries. Prohibition of logging would prevent
man-caused changes in the species composition and vegetative structure
of existing vegetation. The prohibition on logging and road
construction would aid in the prevention of soil erosion and
sedimentation of streams.
g. Wildlife
Wilderness management alternatives 1 and 2 would help protect
wildlife species in portions of Zones 6 and 7 because logging
activities would be prohibited. However, since the protection of
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wildlife in Zone 7 is already a primary objective under the existing
King Range Management Framework Plan (Alternative 3), wilderness
designation would have minimal benefit to wildlife in Zone 7.
Wilderness designation would also have minimal benefit to wildlife in
Zone 6 since only a very small portion of this zone is within the King
Range Wilderness Study Area (WSA) boundaries. Nevertheless,
environmental advocates such as the Lost Coast League and the Sierra
Club would prefer having legislative protection (under wilderness) for
wildlife habitat instead of the present administrative protection.
According to the BLM's draft EIS, all existing stable mountain
roads, such as the Smith-Etter, Telegraph Ridge, and Saddle Mountain
roads, would remain open and maintained under all of the five
wilderness management alternatives. Thus, the draft EIS concludes that
hunter access and staff access for wildlife projects would not be
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unduly restricted.
h. Minerals and Energy Resources
Wilderness designation for the King Range WSA would have no
effect on mineral resources since the potential for economical
development of minerals is low to nonexistent. Although the California
Energy Commission identified wind energy potential in the King Range
as concern during the wilderness inventory phase in 1979, the draft
EIS states that: "Because of the rugged terrain, dense vegetation, and
isolation of [the] King Range, economical development of wind energy
65
is very remote." Furthermore, the draft EIS states that the
development of wind energy facilities along the higher ridges in Zone
2 would not be compatible with the objectives of the 1974 King Range
Management Framework Plan.
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i. Livestock Grazing
None of the five wilderness management alternatives for the King
Range WSA would significantly impact existing or potential livestock
grazing. Grazing already established at the date of wilderness
designation would be allowed to continue at that level. Since there is
little opportunity to increase current grazing levels, wilderness
designation would not affect potential livestock use in the area. The
only impact on livestock use from wilderness designation would come in
the form of somewhat tighter restrictions on predator control in
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wilderness areas.
j. Socioeconomics
The draft EIS on preliminary wilderness recommendations for the
King Range and Chemise Mountains WSAs state's that none of the
wilderness management alternatives for the King Range WSA would have a
significant impact on the local or regional economies of northwestern
California. Even though alternatives 1 and 2 would preclude timber
harvesting on portions of Zones 6 and 7, the amount of timber is small
and no local mills rely substantially on timber from the King Range.
Current recreational users of the King Range National
Conservation Area consist primarily of hikers and fishermen from all
over California, and local hunters. Temporary surges in vistor use do
occur, however, when major magazines or newspapers print articles on
the King Range. The draft EIS states that this type of temporary
increase in visitor use may occur shortly after wilderness
designation. Although additional visitors would spend some money in
local stores and restaurants, the economic contribution would be small
and would fluctutate according to the season and the amount of
wilderness publicity for the King Range.
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Demands for services such as law enforcement, fire protection,
search and rescue, and emergency medical services would increase
slightly immediately following wilderness designation due to increased
visitor use. The demands for these services, says the draft EIS, would
fluctutate according to the season and publicity in major newspapers
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and magazines.
K. Unavoidable Adverse Impacts
According to the BLM's draft EIS, none of the wilderness
management alternatives for the King Range WSA would have significant
impacts on resource uses or human activities. Although there would be
some loss of commercial timber under alternatives 1 and 2, the amount
would be insignificant. Since one of the objectives of the existing
King Range Management Program is to protect the wilderness
characteristics of Zones 1 and 2, the only potential loss of
wilderness characteristics by not designating the area as wilderness
would be in Zones 6 and 7 since timber harvesting would be a permitted
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use.
1. Irreversible/irretrievable Commitment of Resources
Wilderness designation for an area is not an irreversible action.
It is a legislative action that can be reversed if public attitudes or
demands change. In theory, the loss of timber resources, such as
commercial timber, is an irretrievable loss; but in the case of the
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King Range WSA, it is not significant even to the local economy.
m. Cumulative Impacts
There is concern by some members of the public that wilderness
designation for the King Range would mean a "lock-up" of valuable
natural resources. In reality, however, no mineral or energy resources
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in the King Range would be affected by wilderness designation. Only
neglible amounts of timber in Zones 6 and 7 would be affected by
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wilderness designation.
2. Impacts on the Chemise Mountain WSA
a. Wilderness Values
The BLM's draft EIS states that both management alternatives (all
wilderness and no wilderness) for the Chemise Mountain WSA would
protect the wilderness characteristics in the area from destruction or
modification. Under the no wilderness alternative, Chemise Mountain
would continue to be managed as a "primitive area." Prior to passage
of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (which
authorized the BLM to formally recognize "wilderness", as defined in
the Wilderness Act of 1964, on its lands), the only way the BLM could
manage an area for maximum protection of wilderness values was through
the administrative designation of "primitive area." The management
intents of "primitive area" and "wilderness" designations are
essentially the same: the protection of mandatory wilderness
characteristics such as naturalness and opportunities for primitive
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and unconfined recreation. The only major difference between the two
is that a primitive area is a BLM administrative designation whereas a
primitive area is a Congressionally legislated designation.
b. Other Resource Values
Since the management intents between a primitive area and a
wilderness area are very similar, the BLM's draft EIS states that
existing resources or uses in the Chemise Mountain WSA would not be
impacted by wilderness designation. The only real differences between
the two management alternatives for the Chemise Mountain WSA are the
following:
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1) A primitive area is an administrative designation and
wilderness is a legislative designation.
2) A primitive area is open to mineral entry (leasing),
whereas a wilderness area is closed to mineral entry
Under its present primitive area status, Chemise Mountain is currently
open to mineral entry, but with severe restrictions. Since the Chemise
Mountain is lacking in mineral resources, wilderness designation would
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have impacts on such resources.
c. Socioeconomics
The socioeconomic impact of wilderness designation for the
Chemise Mountain WSA is essentially similar to that for the King Range
WSA. No local lumber mills depend on Chemise Mountain for timber.
Wilderness designation would have no impact on potential timber
harvesting since this is already precluded under the present primitive
area status. A temporary increase in visitor use of Chemise Mountain
could be expected folowing the publication of articles in major
newspapers or magazines announcing the area's wilderness designation.
G. Evaluation of Draft EIS
1. Range of Alternatives
The BLM's draft EIS on preliminary wilderness recommendations for
the Chemise Mountain and King Range Wilderness Study Areas (WSA's)
considered five alternatives for the King Range WSA and two
alternatives for the Chemise Mountain WSA. One of the major
differences between the wilderness alternatives is in the acreage
being recommended for wilderness and in the consequent the location of
boundaries. The draft EIS, however, fails to explain the rationale
used in selecting the boundaries for each alternative. The document
also fails to explain the rationale used for determining the
boundaries of the wilderness study areas themselves.
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The two alternatives that were analyzed for Chemise Mountain (all
wilderness and no wilderness) seem appropriate because of the study
area's small size (4,300 acres) and the lack of management or resource
conflicts. The BLM was correct in not considering partial wilderness
alternatives since Chemise Mountain is already below the Wilderness
Act's suggested (but not required) 5,000 acre minimum for a wilderness
area.
Although the five alternatives analyzed for the King Range WSA
appear to be appropriate, and are clearly stated in the draft EIS,
there should have been a wider range of alternatives. Specifically,
alternatives should have been presented that would have specified the
closure of certain roads (such as Smith Etter) and/or the enitre King
Range beach. No such alternatives were presented in the draft EIS.
Why? The BLM gives the following reason in its draft EIS:
Another postulate of this study is to restrict analysis
to the issue of wilderness suitability and any relevant
proximate issues which were addressed in the 1974 final
environmental impact statement for the King Range
National Conservation Area. For this reason, alternatives
which include analysis of opening or closing the entire
beach to vehicles was not included. 74
The above BLM reason for not analyzing issues dealing with
closure of the entire King Range beach to vehicles is not valid or
very convincing. First of all, simply because the ORV issue was
analyzed over 10 years ago does not mean that the issue is dead or not
in need of further analysis. Many of the 500 public comments on the
draft EIS criticized the BLM for not analyzing the issue in the draft
EIS, and many also favored closing the entire King Range beach to
vehicles. Secondly, many of those commenting on the draft EIS believe
the vehicular use on the King Range beach is relevant to the issue of
wilderness suitability for the King Range. To permit vehicular use
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along a primitive and remote beach in an area being recommended for
wilderness appears to be in direct conflict with section 2(C) of the
1964 Wilderness Act which states that:
A wilderness...is hereby recongnized as an area...which
... (2) has outstanding opportunities for solitude or a
primitive and unconfined type of recreation. 74
Clearly, off-road vehicle use on a beach is not a primitive type
of recreation. Off-road vehicle use along the permitted three-mile
stretch of King Range beach would also be likely to disrupt the
opportunities for solitude by hikers in the area. Additionally, the
BLM would have a difficult time (as it now does) enforcing vehicle
beach closure regulations. Regulations by themselves, without
enforcement, will not prevent ORV users from deciding to operate their
vehicles beyond the permitted three-mile stretch of beach from
Telegraph Creek to Gitchell Creek (see map in Appendix M).
2. Issues Covered in the DEIS and Level of Analysis
Although the range of issues that the BLM addressed in the draft
EIS are appropriate, some issues were not analyzed in enough detail or
depth, while other issues relevant to wilderness designation for the
King Range were not covered at all. Issues that were not sufficiently
analyzed include livestock grazing, vegetation/soils and watershed,
mining leases and claims, wildlife, and recreation. Issues that were
not analyzed at all in the Draft EIS include off-road vehicle use on
the beach, wilderness impacts on salmon restoration efforts in the
Mattole River watershed, the effects on the area's air quality and
visibility from any proposed industrial projects in the region and how
this would relate to a wilderness area's mandatory tough air standards
(Class I - no permitted degradation of air quality), and the potential
effects of off-shore oil and gas leases on the coastal resources of
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the King Range. All of the issues mentioned in this paragraph are
relevant to wilderness designation and should have been fully analyzed
in the BLM's draft EIS. The next chapter will provide more detailed
criticism of the BLM's draft EIS by some local parties.
3. Presentation Style
Information on the wilderness review process and on the impact
issues covered are presented in plain English with a minimum of
unnecessary jargon. This is a positive aspect since it makes it easier
for members of the public to read through the draft EIS. With only 76
pages (including tables and figures), the document is concise and well
within the National Environmental Plicy Act's (NEPA's) suggested
maximum of 150 pages for an EIS; thus the draft EIS could have
analyzed the issues mentioned in the preceeding paragraph more fully
and still have been within the 150-page limit guideline. The impacts
of the alternatives analyzed are concisley summarized and well
presented in the form of tables (see Appendicies H and 1); this occurs
despite the fact that not all issues were sufficiently analyzed and
some were not covered at all.
4. EIA Process used and Public Participation
The environmental impact assessment process (EIA) used by the BLM
in the draft EIS for the King Range wilderness proposals is patterned
on NEPA regulations. Scoping was done to determine the issues to be
covered in the draft EIS, a draft EIS document was produced, a public
comment period (90 days, ending July 2, 1985) which included two
public hearings was held,, and now a final EIS is being produced
(expected for release by October 1986).
The scoping phase of the BLM's EIS process for the King Range
wilderness review does not appear to have been too successful in
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getting public involvement, despite the fact that in March 1984 the
BLM's Ukiah District office mailed scoping letters to approximately
1,000 individuals, agencies, and organizations. Only 24 responses were
received by the BLM. For some members of the public, the scoping phase
of an EIS process is too early a stage to draw much interest or
participation. It is usually not until an actual draft EIS (with
specific proposals) has been produced, that larger numbers of the
public become interested in participating. It is difficult for many
members of the public to give input or become involved in an EIS
process until they actually have something "concrete" to react to,
such as a draft EIS.
Nevertheless, in the case study at hand, the BLM appears to have
ignored (contrary to NEPA regulations) issues raised by at least one
of the parties that did provide input during the scoping phase of the
EIS process (the California Coastal Commission's North Coast District
Office). In a letter dated April 12, 1984 that was sent to the BLM's
Ukiah District Office by Coastal Commission staff, it was requested
that recreational uses such as off-road vehicles be analyzed for
impacts on coastal resources. Coastal Commission staff also requested
that the draft EIS discuss the wilderness impacts on the area's marine
resources, especially in light of the fact that the entire King range
coastline has been designated an Area of Special Biological
Significance by the California State Lands Commission (which has
jurisdiction over resources from mean high tide line to three miles
seaward). Air quality was also an issue that Coastal Commission staff
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raised during scoping. Coastal Commission staff raised these same
issues again in a June 1985 letter, after reviewing the BLM's draft
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EIS and finding that the document had failed to analyze these issues.
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The 90-day public comment period on the BLM's draft EIS on
wilderness recommendations for the Chemise Mountain and King Range
WSA's ended on July 2, 1985. Apparently, as a result of overwhelming
public input on the draft EIS favoring a larger wilderness acreage
than what was being recommended in the document, the BLM's Ukiah
District has indicated that it will be recommending, in the
preliminary final EIS (expected to be realeased by October 1986) an
additional 10,100 acres for wilderness designation. An additional
5,800 acres will be recommended for wilderness in the King Range WSA
(above the 21,200-acre recommendation in the draft EIS). The BLM
reversed itself and will now be recommending all of the 4,300 acres in
the Chemise Mountain WSA as suitable for wilderness. This indicates
that in this EIS process public comments on the draft EIS did have a
definite impact on the amount of acreage the BLM's Ukiah District will
be recommending for wilderness in the preliminary final EIS.
As was previously stated,the preliminary final EIS is expected to
be released by October 1986 - up to 15 months after the public comment
period on the draft EIS ended. A point of concern here is that during
this potential 15-month interim "gray" period there appear to be no
formal mechanisms for keeping the public informed or involved in the
EIS process. BLM staff might respond, however, as the BLM's Arcata
Resource Area Manager John Lloyd seemed to indicate in a January 1986
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interview, that the public had an opportunity to provide input into
the process during the 90-day comment period on the draft EIS, and
that it will have at least 30 days to comment on the final EIS. The
impression given by Lloyd's statements during the interview is that
the period between the end of the comment period on the draft EIS and
the release of the final EIS is the BLM's time to discuss, digest, and
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respond to the public comments and concerns raised on the draft EIS.
While BLM staff do need time to digest and respond to public
comments and concerns raised during the comment period on the draft
EIS, the length of that interim or "gray" period (up to 15 months in
the case of the King Range wilderness review EIS) and is questionable
in light of possible negative implications for public participation in
the EIS process. One negative implication of a such a lengthy interim
period is that members of the public tend to be kept "in the dark"
about what draft EIS public concerns the BLM is responding to or
further analyzing (or perhaps even ignoring) during that "gray"
period.
In summary, it seems that the BLM's Draft EIS on preliminary
wilderness recommendations for the Chemise Mountain and King Range
Wilderness Study Area's is a deficient document that does not meet
NEPA requirements because it fails to adequately discuss,or totally
ignores, the impacts of various issues of direct relevance (e.g.
vehicular use on the beach, impacts on coastal resources, watershed
management, grazing, etc.) to wilderness designation for the King
Range National Conservation Area. One can also conclude that there is
room for improvement in efforts to involve the public in the EIS
process; in this case, especially during the 15-month interim "gray"
period between the end of the comment period on the draft EIS and the
expected release date (October 1986) of the preliminary final EIS. In
sum, both the EIS document and the EIS process on the King Range
wilderness review have some problems that need to be addressed if
public concerns and public participation are to be taken seriously by
the BLM staff and not just looked upon as another mundane part of the
wilderness review process.
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Chapter VIII
SOME LOCAL VIEWS ON THE WILDERNESS PROPOSALS FOR
THE KING RANGE NATIONAL CONSERVATION AREA
In the wilderness study of the King Range and Chemise Mountain
Wilderness Study Areas (WSA's), the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) process on Preliminary Wilderness Recommendations has
been one of the primary means of encouraging citizen participation.
During the 90-day public comment period on on this draft EIS,
approximately 500 people (including agencies and organizations)
1
submitted oral and written comments on the draft EIS. Some 99 percent
of the comments favored wilderness protection for at least some
2
portions of the King Range National Conservation Area. This chapter
will present the views of some local agencies and organizations on the
wildernesss proposals for the King Range National Conservation Area
(KRNCA).
A. Bureau of Land Management
In the draft EIS, the Bureau of Land Management's Ukiah District
staff initially recommended that 21,000 of the 33,000 acres
King Range WSA be designated as wilderness,
Chemise Mountain WSA be designated as wilder
overwhelming public support for a larger wil
KRNCA, the BLM's Ukiah District changed its
recommending a larger acreage (27,000 acres)
King Range WSA. All of the Chemise Mountain
recommended as suitable for wilderness desig
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and that none of
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information about the BLM's views and role in the wilderness review
process for the King Range. A summary of that interview follows. Since
one of the main objectives of this thesis was to elaborate on how the
views of local citizens get represented in the wilderness review
process, Lloyd was asked to comment on this area. One question asked
was: how much weighting or importance does the BLM give to local views
when considering an area for wilderness designation?
"We try to put it into perspective," responded Lloyd. "Its
important. You want the support of your local communities." Lloyd
stated that it was difficult to determine how much influence local
citizen input has on the wilderness review process. "It has some
influence," stated Lloyd, "but in the case of the King Range, the
overwhelming majority of support is for wilderness. [There] is some
opposition of course, based on the fact that it has potential for
being designated wilderness. I guess basically what we try to
[consider] isn't so much personal sentiment, it is going by the
3
[wilderness] criteria - going by what's under the law."
There are a number of different constituencies with some stake or
interest in the outcome of the wilderness review process for the King
Range National Conservation Area: grazing, timber, off-road vehicle,
deer hunting, and environmental interests. Lloyd was asked if the BLM
weighted the opinions of some local constituents (such as the timber
industry) more heavily than the opinions of some others (such as deer
hunters) when considering an area for wilderness designation.
According to Lloyd, the BLM tries to keep an even hand when
considering local input. "We try to keep it all in perspective," he
said. "The squeaky wheel gets the most oil. But I think we try to do a
good job of keeping it all in perspective. What we look at for input
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isn't so much somebody's political opinions of of the area, but we
look at their comments as to whether or not they pertain to the
[wilderness] criteria we're looking at for making our
4
recommendations."
Does BLM staff have a lot of influence on the outcome
(recommendations) of a wilderness study? "We'd be foolish to say we
did not," said Lloyd. "Your [BLM] staff has your attention all of the
time; the public doesn't have your attention all of the time. Ya, they
5
[BLM staff] have influence."
What is the role of the Ukiah District Advisory Council? How much
influence does it have on the wilderness recommendations of BLM staff?
Lloyd stated that the Advisory Council's role is, as its name implies,
"advisory" in nature. The BLM's Ukiah District staff does not have to
follow the Council's recommendation on a particular matter. For
example, the Ukiah District Advisory Council had recommended that only
14,000 of the 33,000 acres in the King Range WSA be designated as
wilderness. The District staff disagreed with the Council and is
recommending a King Range WSA wilderness area almost twice as large
(27,000 acres).
Local BLM advisory council members are appointed by the
Department of the Interior's Washington D.C. office. The local BLM
district office submits a list of advisory council nominees to the
Interior's Washington office for approval. According to Lloyd, the
membership of the BLM advisory council's is based largely on partisan
politics. "Basically, if the're good Republicans under this [the
Reagan] administration, they'll be on the Council," said Lloyd. "The
rationale for that is that's one of the ways the administration
oversees what goes on at the local [level] - by having people on the
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advisory boards that reflect the views of the Reagan administration."
Lloyd was asked if the BLM was working closely with any local
organizations to resolve any conflicts over the BLM's proposed
wilderness areas for the King Range. "I 'd have to say no," said Lloyd
after pausing a moment to think. "We haven't been sitting down and
negotiating, or anything like that. All publics had an opportunity to
comment on the draft environmental impact statement through a hearing
process. Five hundred comments were received. Based on those comments,
we made some changes in our [wilderness] re
If part of the King Range is finally d
Congress, will the BLM have to commit addit
area? Lloyd's response was somewhat vague.
office would have to prepare a wilderness p
the event of wilderness designation, Lloyd
additional staff or resources to accomplish
expects cuts in the BLM's budget due to the
some members of Congress and the Reagan adm
7
:ommendations."
esignated wilderness by
ional resources to the
Although the Arcata BLM
lan for the King Range in
does not expect to receive
this. In fact, Lloyd
balanced budget mood amon
inistration who want to
g
8
implement the Gramm-Ruddman balanced budget act.
How would the BLM view efforts to publicize the King Range more
to tourism? Lloyd stated that he "would prefer that more people be
made aware of its existence. We try to do that by creating copies of
[recreational] brochure." (See Appendix M.) The problem with trying t
promote the King Range more to tourism, however, is that "money is
especially harder and harder to come by, especially under the current
[Reagan] administration," says Lloyd. " I don't know what
opportunities we're going to have to have things like that [KRNCA
9
brochure] in the future."
a
o
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Thus, it appears that in the case of wilderness review process
for the King Range National Conservation Area, the BLM's Ukiah
District staff has paid more attention to the input of the public-at-
large than to the wilderness recommendations of the politically
appointed Ukiah District Advisory Council. Obviously, the nearly 500
public comments on the draft EIS supporting a large King Range
wilderness is a political force to be reckoned with. When and if a
large part of the King Range is eventually designated wilderness,
potential wilderness management constraints for the BLM may be a
shortage of staff or resources due to possible budget cuts by Congress
and the President.
B. California Coastal Commission
The California Coastal Commission has not taken an official
position on the wilderness proposals for the King Range National
Conservation Area. However, since a large part of the King Range
coastline is within the Commission's area of coastal jurisdiction,
Coastal Commission staff have made written comments on the BLM's draft
EIS.
On April 12, 1984, the Coastal Commission's North Coast District
Office (now closed due to state budget cuts) responded to the BLM's
scoping letter which requested public input on issues that should be
covered in the draft EIS for the King Range and Chemise Mountain
WSA's. Coastal Commission staff requested that the BLM's draft EIS
provide specific information on environmental impacts for such
subjects as recreation, marine resources, fisheries, water quality,
10
grazing and air quality, to name a few. The BLM's draft EIS,
according to Coastal Commission staff, does not adequately address
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these issues.
As one example of the draft EIS's deficiences, Coastal
Commission staff point out that the document fails to adequately
address the issue of off-road vehicle (ORV) use between the mouth of
the Mattole River and Telegraph Creek in Shelter Cove (see Appendix
M). Commission staff are concerned about the potential conflicts
between ORV use and wilderness protection, stating that:
Wilderness areas are not adequately protected when
threatened with impacts to intertidal habitat areas,
coastal streams, dune vegetation, archeological resources
and marine mammals resulting from use or misuse of off-
road vehicles. 12
Coastal Commission staff are also critical of the draft EIS for
not addressing the existence of an Area of Special Biological
Significance (ASBS), designated by the State Water Resources Control
Board along the entire length of the King Range National Conservation
Area shoreline. Coastal Commission staff suggest that an interagency
management agreement between the BLM and the State Water Resources
Control Board should be developed in conjunction with wilderness
designation. The following concerns on this issue were made by Coastal
Commission staff at the North Coast District Office (closed as of July
1, 1985):
The sensitive intertidal habitat area in the state's
designated ASBS should be adressed in the draft EIS.
The impacts of vehicular access to sensitive recources
including dune vegetation, coastal streams, and riparian
vegetation, and intertidal habitat areas have not been
given consideration in the DEIS. We recommend that these
resource impacts be analyzed and addressed in terms of
how wilderness designation could modify or substantially
reduce these impacts. 13
Another criticism of the BLM's Draft EIS by Coastal Commission
staff is that the document needs to describe existing mineral
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resources, mining claims, and mineral leases in more detail. For
example, no mention is made of the Department of the Interior's
proposed oil lease sales in adjacent areas of the outer continental
shelf. The lease sales have the potential to adversely affect the
coastal resources of the King Range. According to Coastal Commission
staff, "Consideration should be given to an interdepartmental
management agreement for manageing adjacent off-shore areas in
14
conformance with Wilderness Management goals and objectives."
California Coastal Commission staff have raised a number of
important concerns (e.g. ORV beach access, water quality and mineral
leases) which the draft EIS on the King Range and Chemise Mountain
Wilderness Study Areas does not sufficiently address. It appears that
the draft EIS either "glossed over" some of the Coastal Commission
staff concerns (e.g. ORV use and grazing) or totally ignored others
such as the potential impacts of off-shore oil leasing and the effects
on air quality from potential industrial development in the
surrounding region.
In the draft EIS, the BLM states that it consciously chose not to
address in detail the issue of ORV beach use since it felt that the
issue had already been sufficiently addressed during the development
of the King Range Management Program in 1973 and in 1974. The issue of
allowing ORV use along a three-mile stretch of King Range Beach is
still controversial, however. Even the BLM admits that enforcing its
regulations on vehicle use along the beach will be a difficult task
and may pose threats to coastal archeological sites. Obviously, the
King Range QRV controversy is an issue that will not just "go away" or
solve itself by continuing status quo policies. Therefore, it deserves
further discussion in the BLM's EIS for the King Range and Chemise
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Mountain Wilderness Study Areas.
C. Lost Coast League
The Lost Coast League is a local citizens' organization that was
formed in the fall of 1984 to keep an environmental watch on land use
activities in the coastal areas of southwestern Humboldt County and
northwestern Mendocino County - California's "Lost Coast." The League
has been a very vocal advocate of wilderness preservation for the King
Range. A 13-page critique of the BLM's draft EIS on the King Range and
Chemise Mountain WSA's was made by the Lost Coast League in June 1985.
Some of the highlights of that critique and of an interview with one
of the League's members and founders, Cecelia Gregori, are presented.
Generally, the Lost Coast League feels that the BLM's draft EIS
is deficient because it failed to address some issues completely and
totally ignored others. One issue of major concern to the League that
was not adequately addressed in the draft EIS is that of off-raod
vehicle use along a three-mile stretch of King Range beach between
Telegraph Creek and Gitchell Creek. The League's letter critiquing the
BLM's draft EIS states that "vehicle access has already threatened
[archeological] sites, due to BLM's inability to enforce vehicle
restrictions currently in place. Vehicle beach access provisions in
BLM's plan threaten these educationally, scientifically, and
15
historically valuable parts of the KRNCA wilderness."
Cecelia Gregori, a Lost Coast League member and a resident who
lives near the eastern boundary of the King Range National
Conservation Area, feels that off-road vehicles (ORV's) should be
restricted to areas that are less environmentally damaging. The King
Range is not one of those areas, however. "These soils out here are
terribly errodable," says Gregori, "and driving off-road vehicles on
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[the beach threaten] the dune grasses, which at the mouth of the
Mattole are very unique because they haven't been invaded by European
grasses yet. It's still the native beach grass. Those sorts of things
are going to disappear just like that and we won't even know because
the tire tracks [through seeds] will bring in the invasive crab
16
grasses and we won't have a natural dune system there any longer."
The Lost Coast League and Gregori feel that ORV's should not be
allowed in a wilderness area. "A wilderness area is supposed to be set
aside for a certain special reason," explained Gregori, "a place for
people to get way from the types of [human and vehicle] contacts. I
would think that the kind of recreation you're looking for in a
wilderness area is...primitive, unconfined recreation, which I don't
happen to feel is in any way, shape, or form connected to off-road
vehicle use. The solitude too would be certainly disrupted to a
detrimental degree if off-road vehicles were allowed close by a
wilderness study area or in a wilderness area. It's a real conflict
to...take a walk along the beach and have your whole [wilderness]
experience disrupted by an off-road vehicle running by in an area that
17
is restricted."
Another Lost Coast League criticism of the BLM's draft EIS is
that there is no discussion of the BLM's grazing management program
for the King Range and how it might adversely impact on the area's
ecosystem and wilderness uses. The League is specifically concerned
that that continued grazing in the King Range may have negative
impacts on the quality of water available for drinking by wilderness
hikers.
Gregori elaborated on the league's concerns over grazing by
asking: "What happens when hikers try to drink the water downstream,
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when you've got heavy grazing going on upstream? What happens
downstream when the're using the springs for livestock?" According to
Gregori, the BLM is allowing livestock ranchers to develop springs in
the King Range Wilderness Study Area. "I 'm not saying that I don't
think they [hikers and livestock] can't coexist;" said Gregori, " but
if they [BLM and ranchers] want to come from their point of view,
which is to suppport the grazing at any cost, then we're going to have
to fight rather than sit down and talk and be able to work something
18
out."
Another Lost Coast League criticism of the BLM's Draft EIS is
that no explanation was given of the rationale used for locating the
wilderness study areas' boundaries. In its letter commenting on the
draft EIS, the Lost Coast League contends that that the WSA boundaries
are the result of political pressure,
stating that:
The boundaries have been described by BLM staff as
arbitrary' and the result of political pressure,
both from the administration, and from wealthy
landowners whose property lies adjacent to the KRNCA.
One such land owner, Joe Russ, who in fact was a seated
member of the District Advisory Council's Technical
Review Team, (perhaps a conflict of interest) was
quoted as remarking to a BLM official: we don't want
them (Wilderness advocates and members of the public)
over the ridge (from Honeydew Creek watershed).
The fact that this sort of political pressure has
[been] substituted for the evaluation of public lands
by their own considerable merit is an outrage. 19
Other Lost Coast league criticisms of the BLM's draft EIS are
that there was inadequate discussion of the flora and fauna found in
the King Range, that some lands (e.g. Big Finely area) with wilderness
characteristics were excluded from the King Range WSA boundaries with
no explanation given as to why, and that the negative impacts of
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keeping the Smith-Etter Road open in a wilderness area were not
discussed. The Lost Coast League concluded its written criticism of
the BLM's draft EIS with the following remarks:
One can view the document as one huge Omission.
Political considerations and pressure from wealthy
private landowners seem to have been given dispropor-
tionate weight over the merits of the areas in question.
This is an unlawful execution of both the letter and the
intent of Congress regarding the KRNCA. It is totally
unacceptable. The Draft Environmental [Impact] Statement
must remain a draft, and be reissued with amending
text considering the full range of impacts at issue in
all portions of the KRNCA suitable for Wilderness desig-
nation, whether presently in WSAs or not. 20
One of the issues raised during the scoping process of the draft
EIS was that wilderness designation would limit vehicular access to
some portions of the King Range National Conservation Area and that
this would further limit visitor access to the area by those members
of the public who could not handle a strenuous hike to see some parts
of the area. Gregori, however, feels that there is plenty of vehicle
access to most of the King Range and that vehicle access to some
portions of the King Range will continue regardless of wilderness
designation. Furthermore, Gregori pointed out that many people visit
the King Range precisely to have solitude and get way from roads. "We
21
don't need to get everywhere [in a vehicle]," stated Gregori.
Gregori and the Lost Coast League feel that the present
membership composition of the BLM's Ukiah District Advisory Council is
biased against environmental concerns and that there are not enough
members from the northwest geographic region of the Ukiah District
(Humboldt and Del Norte Counties) on the 10-member Advisory Council.
According to Gregori, she and another Lost Coast League member
submitted their names to the Ukiah District office for nomination to
the Advisory Council after becoming aware of "...some regulations that
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said they [BLM] could increase their Advisory Council to 12 members if
22
it was needed to balance it. I have not heard a word yet," said
Gregori.
If one reviews the BLM's draft EIS on the King Range and Chemise
Mountain Wilderness Study Areas, it becomes apparent that all of the
EIS criticisms and points of contention raised by the Lost Coast
League are valid. The draft EIS inadequately discusses certain issues
and totally ignores discussion of others. All of the concerns raised
by the Lost Coast League should be fully addressed in the final EIS.
Why? Because it is important for both the public and BLM officials to
make informed recommendations about the extent of wilderness
protection that they believe is necessary for the King Range National
Conservation Area. And such wilderness recommendations should be based
on an adequate and legally defensible final EIS.
D. Sierra Club
In addition to the Lost Coast League, another environmental
organization which has been closely monitoring the wilderness EIS
process for the the King Range is the North Group of the Sierra Club's
Redwood Chapter. In May 1985, the North Group submitted written
comments on the BLM's draft EIS for the King Range and Chemise
Mounation Wilderness Study Areas. A summary of those comments follows.
The Sierra Club's North Group has criticized the BLM's draft EIS
on various points. One criticism is that the draft EIS makes no
mention of the public and private efforts that have been going on
since 1980 in rehabilitating the Mattole River watershed and in
enhancing the salmon habitat in that watershed. The North Group states
that, "Even though some of these areas lie outside the [King Range]
Wilderness Study Area, the multiple resource benefits on contiguous
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watersheds and the Mattole River should be addressed by the EIS."
The North Group disagrees with the BLM's plans to keep various
roads in the King Range WSA open under all alternatives. The North
Group is concerned that keeping various roads open will encourage
illegal off-road vehicle use in restricted areas by making access
easier. Once vehicular access has been provided to an area, it is
difficult for the BLM to police the area to make sure that off-road
vehicle users abide by the regulations on their use. The North Group
further expressed its feelings on this issue by stating that:
There is no way to restrict off-road vehicle travel
within the KRNCA except to close the roads, including
the King Range Ridge Road, Horse Mountain Road and Saddle
Mountain Road. North Group members have experienced
vehicles outside designated open to vehicles' areas.
Law enforcement is costly and sometimes dangerous. We
recommend closing the beach to ORV. Discussion of
naturalness, opportunities for audio solitude and
primitive recreation are moot if motor vehicle access
is permitted. 24
Another criticism of the draft EIS is that the document does not
discuss the potential negative impacts that off-road vehicle beach use
and proposed off-shore oil leasing may have on the King Range's
intertidal zone between the Mattole River and Whale Gulch, which has
been designated an area of Special Biological Significance by the
California Water Resources Control Board. "The possibility of oil
spills and blow outs is real," stated the North Group. "Seabirds,
seals, fisheries, biological communities and visual resources must be
considered. Discussion of off-shore oil drilling cannot be excluded
25
from the EIS."
Lastly, in its letter commenting on the BLM's draft EIS, the
Sierra Club's North Group stated that the Chemise Mountain Primitive
Area should be recommended for wilderness designation. In the draft
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EIS, the BLM recommended that none of Chemise Mountain be designated
wilderness. The BLM has since reversed its position (apparently due to
public presure) and is now recommending that all 4,300 acres of the
Chemise Mountain WSA be designated wilderness.
E. Northcoast Environmental Center
The Northcoast Environmental Center (NEC) is a non-profit
educational organization established in 1971 in Humboldt County. It
has 3,000 members and affiliates. On July 1, 1985, the NEC's
coordinator, Tim McKay, submitted written comments on the BLM's draft
EIS. A summary of those comments and of an interview held with McKay
in late January 1986 follows.
One major criticism of the draft EIS, according to McKay, is that
it does not analyze a wide range of alternatives. McKay points out
that the BLM's "wilderness plus' alternative would allow less than 60
percent of the existing KRNCA as wilderness doesn't come close to what
26
the interested public might consider a wide range of options." One
wilderness alternative that the BLM definitely did not consider in the
draft EIS was one put forth by a Humboldt County resident who spoke at
the BLM's draft EIS public hearing in Eureka. That citizen alternative
"called for the inclusion of the entire KRNCA and its adjacent Pacific
waters to the two-hundred mile U.S. territorial limit in the National
27
Wilderness Preservation system."
McKay also criticizes the BLM's draft EIS for not discussing the
current ongoing efforts of public agencies and private groups in
restoring the anadromous fish populations of the Mattole River
watershed. "Understandably, people who have given of their precious
time to help fish have some concerns about the effects of unmaintained
28
logging and jeep trails on the productivity of these streams," said
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McKay.
Another deficiency in the BLM's draft EIS, says McKay, is that is
does not discuss the potential adverse effects of off-shore oil and
gas exploration on the King Range's coastal resources. "The BLM should
be obligated under the terms of NEPA to address the negative effects
of such development on the wilderness attributes of the King Range and
Chemise Mountain WSAs (including air quality effects) and the State
mandated Area of Special Biological Significance that runs parallel to
29
their shore," said McKay.
The issue of off-road vehicle (ORV) use in the King Range is also
of major concern to McKay. McKay made the following comments on this
issue:
The DEIS does not address the environmental effects of
ORVs on coastal streams, riparian vegetation, sand dune
vegetation or intertidal habitat areas adequately. The
DEIS assumes well mannered use by ORV enthusiasts, but as
the BLM is aware (as evidenced by the recent QRV rampage
at the Lanphere-Christiensen Dunes Preserve) lawless
behavior can break out to the detriment of the
environment and with lasting consequences. The rationale
for allowing ORV use should be discussed in the context
of what is or is not available for that type of use. Many
areas on the West Coast are open to ORV enthusiasts while
a true wilderness beach may not be found for hundreds of
miles in either direction. 30
During an interview in January 1986 McKay was asked if he felt
that the current level of BLM staff and resources was adequate to
enforce closure of certain areas of the King Range to off-road
vehicles. "I think that staffing is probably both inadequate to police
legal off-road vehicle activity and to police illegal [ORV activity],"
responded McKay. "Any action that increases the intensity of use is
going to have to have an increased intensity in policing, and if they
[BLM staff] aren't able to provide that, well they should be honest at
the outset and say, well we can't enforce the regulations that we
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have today."'
Does McKay feel that the present members of the BLM's Ukiah
District Advisory Council are a representative cross-section of the
publics within the different areas of the district? "No I don't,"
responded McKay. " I think that the're representative of the
appointees of a Republican administration. You have a lot of
representation of ranchers and of commodity interests. In this area,
prior to the current [Reagan] administration, there were perhaps a few
more environmental interests represented on that advisory committee
32
than there are now."
F. The Pacific Lumber Company
The timber industry is the largest employer in Humboldt County.
The Pacific Lumber Company, which owns extensive tracts of forest in
Humboldt County, is the largest single employer in the county. An
interview was conducted with Robert Stephens, Forest Manager for the
Pacific Lumber Company (PL), to find out how PL felt about wilderness
designation for the King Range. Stephens said that although he had not
seen the BLM's draft EIS on the wilderness proposal, he did not
believe that there was any extensive amount of harvestable King Range
timber that would be included in the proposed wilderness. Since not
much harvestable timber would be taken off the market by designating
the King Range as wilderness, Stephens said that PL's attitude toward
the wilderness proposal was essentially neutral. According to
Stephens, none of Pacific Lumber's timber holdings would be affected
33
by wilderness designation for the King Range.
G. BLM's Ukiah District Advisory Council
In addition to environmental organizations, another party party
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that was very displeased with the recommendations and quality of the
BLM's draft EIS on the King Range wilderness proposals is the Ukiah
District Advisory Council. On May 3, 1985, an ad hoc committee of the
Advisory Council submitted written comments on the draft EIS on behalf
of the entire Council. A summary of the those written comments
follows.
The Advisory Council has two major concerns with the draft EIS.
One is that the document does not address how wilderness designation
for parts of the King Range relates to and impacts on the original
legislation (the King Range Act of 1970) which created the King Range
National Conservation Area. The Advisory Council holds the view that
wilderness designation for a large portion of the King Range would be
inconsistent with, and in violation of, the the King Range Act and the
1974 King Range Management Program (implementing the Act), both of
which called for multiple use and management of the area's
34
resources.
Another major, and related, concern that the Advisory Council has
about the draft EIS is that its members strongly disagree with the BLM
District Manager's recommended wilderness alternative (21,200 acres)
for the King Range Wilderness Study Area. The Advisory Council members
believe that the District Manager's addition of 7,200 acres to their
own King Range WSA preferred alternative of 14,000 acres is excessive
since most of the remaining King Range WSA acreage continue to receive
35
administrative protection for its wilderness qualities.
In October 1984, the Ukiah District Advisory Council voted 6-1,
with three members absent, to recommend only 14,000 of the 29,300
acres in the King Range WSA for wilderness designation (Alternative
4 in Appendix J). The only Advisory Council member who favored a
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larger King Range WSA wilderness "...was James Dtokes, a retired
wildlife biologist who worked with the California Department of Fish
and Game for 34 years. Stokes, who has hiked the area, recommended
that most of the entire study area be designated wilderness, with the
36
exception of the Telegraph Peak area." The other six voting Council
members took the position that most of the rest of the King range WSA
lacked wilderness qualities such as naturalness and opportunities for
solitude or primitive and unconfined recreation. Environmental groups
present at that Advisory Council meeting, such as the Lost Coast
league, disagreed with the Council, however.
According to the BLM's draft EIS, the objective of the Advisory
Council's recommended wilderness alternative for the King range WSA
was "to allow vehicular access for camping in the stretch of beach
between Hadley and Kinsey Creeks [(see Appendix L)], and to provide
flexibility in building firebreaks and access roads near the
37
ridgetop[sL." Joe Russ IV, a Ferndale rancher and Chairman of the
Ukiah District Advisory Council, has stated that firefighting
capabilities in the King Range, and the grazing and vehicluar access
rights of the area's long-term homesteaders formed the primary
38
concerns of the Advisory Council. According to Russ, the main goal
of the Council's wilderness recommendation (14,000 acres) was to allow
39
greater flexibility in managing the King Range, which includes
keeping a three-mile stretch of King Range Beach open to off-road
40
vehicles.
The seven Advisory Council members who were present at the
October 1984 meeting all voted to exclude the 4,300-acre Chemise
Mountain WSA from wilderness recommendation because they felt that the
presence of land scars on the area from past logging and fire breaks,
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as well as the presence of an unpaved road disqualified the area from
meeting the Wilderness Act's criteria for naturalness and solitude.
41
Environmental organizations disagreed, however.
Another Advisory Council criticism of the BLM's draft EIS,
besides recommending too large of a King Range WSA wilderness area and
failing to discuss how wilderness would impact on the mandates of the
King Range Act, is that the draft EIS does not adequately explain the
roles of the District Advisory Council (DAC) and the Techniacl Review
Team (TRT, see scoping section C in chapter 6) and their function in
the public imput process. The Advisory Council's written comments on
the draft EIS state that: "There is a glaring lack of discussion on
how the District Manager justifies the TRT and DAC public input
process while ignoring them in his discussion on the selection of his
42
proposed action."
Although the Advisory Council is correct in asserting that the
draft EIS fails to discuss the Council's role in the wilderness review
process for the King Range, one must remember that the present
membership of the Council is not a representative cross-section of all
the publics in the BLM's Ukiah District. Members of the Council are
political appointees and environmental interests are not well
represented on the present Council. Plus even though members of the
Advisory Council may consider themselves to be representing a majority
of the publics in the Ukiah District, there is some evidence that they
do not. As an example, although the Advisory Council voted to
recommend only half of the King Range WSA for wilderness designation,
and none of the Chemise Mountain WSA, 99 percent of the 500 public
comments on the draft EIS favored wilderness designation for larger
area (over twice as large in many cases).
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Another Advisory Council criticism of the BLM's draft EIS is that
the economic impacts of wilderness designation are vague and and not
adequately analyzed. The Council states that:
We note the list of [EIS] preparers does not include an
an economist. Economic concerns not addressed or poorly
covered are adjoining land values, illegal use of public
lands by marijuana growers, recreational impacts on local
community services, such as roads, and places of business
serving the public and other resources such as firewood,
timber, and accesses recreation. 43
The Advisory Council is correct in stating that the draft EIS
appears to have glossed over and vaguely discussed the economic
impacts of wilderness on the area in the vicinity of the King Range
(see section F.1.j. in chapter 7). The draft EIS however, is correct
in stating that the King Range does not contain an abundance of
economically valuable resources such as timber or minerals.
Additionally, the 32,000 acres the BLM is presently recommending for
wilderness is a small acreage when compared to many other wilderness
areas. Therefore, it seems understandable that BLM staff may have
thought that the cost and effort involved in a doing a detailed
analysis of the economic impacts from a King Range wilderness were not
justified in this EIS.
The Ukiah District Advisory Council also criticises the BLM's
draft Els for not discussing the relationship between wilderness
designation and the California Coastal Act. Chapter 3 in the draft EIS
merely states that: "None of the consequences of wilderness
designation appear to be inconsistent with County or coastal policies
44
or plans." The Advisory Council is correct in stating that, "This is
too vague. The draft EIS should fully address the role of the Coastal
Commission on wilderness lands, specifically citing that wilderness
45
management must be consistent with the Coastal Act." As was
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mentioned earlier in this chapter, environmental organizations and
Coastal Commission staff also believe that the impacts on coastal
resources should be more fully addressed in the draft EIS.
The Advisory Council further criticises the BLM's draft EIS
on other coastal matters by stating that:
It should also address the objectives of the Coastal Act
(access to the ocean to the public) and how wilderness
designation could affect this. Our coastal areas are
already protected and regulated by the state and it
serves no purpose to the public or to the State to
further preserve and protect the coastal areas by
wilderness designation. 46
These above points about public coastal access and regulations are
somewhat misleading and debateable. For one thing, virtually the
entire King range coastline is already publicly owned and has access.
Wilderness designation would not restrict public access, per say. It
might, however, lead to further restrictions on vehicle access to and
along King Range beaches due to incompatibility with some of the
purposes of a wilderness area (e.g. solitude and primitive
recreation).
The Advisory Council's contention that it serves the public no
good to further preserve and protect coastal areas by wilderness
designation is obviously a biased opinion and not a general statement
of fact. This statement ignores the fact that administrative (Coastal
Commission) protection of a coastal area is not as permanent as
legislative (wilderness) protection. Administrative regulationsfor a
coastal area can be more quickly overturned and are more vulnerable to
political manipulation. As an example, although California voters in
1972 approved a ballot measure establishing the California Coastal
Commission as the agency entrusted to protect the California
coastline, the present California Governor, George Deukmejian (a
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Republican), has repeatedly slashed (cut) the level of state
legislature appropriations for the Coastal Commission's functions and
staff. Deukmejian even rejected $296,000 in Federal Coastal Zone
Management Act monies that had been approved as part of a total
47
$640,000 coastal planning grant for California in 1985. Budget cuts
by Governor Deukmejian, forced the Coastal Commission to close its
North Coast District Office in Eureka (about 60 miles north of the
King Range) in July 1985.
The Ukiah District Advisory Council's view that coastal areas do
not need further protection in the form of wilderness regulations also
seems to ignore the fact that not all coastal areas are the same; some
coastal areas with unique qualities and resources, such as the King
Range National Conservation Area, in the view of others need and
deserve wilderness protection. The Council, especially with its
February 1986 membership composition (which was not a representative
cross-section of the public according to local environmental
organizations), was therefore not in a position to have made
paternalistic statements that "...it serves no purpose to the public
or the state to further preserve and protect the coastal areas by
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wilderness designation." Obviously, nearly 500 people commenting on
the King Range draft EIS wilderness proposals thought otherwise.
The Advisory Council's overall view or opinion of the BLM's draft
EIS for the King Range and Chemise Mountain WSA's is appears to be
summed up in the following statement made in a May 3, 1985 position
letter on the document:
It is our belief that the draft EIS contain's
inadequacies either not fully addressed or not at all,
vague (weasal) words, and inconsistent or conflicting
statements, and therefore does not properly cover all
the concerns related to wilderness evaluation of the
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King Range National Conservation Area WSA's. 49
In summary, the Ukiah District Advisory Council's criticism's of
the BLM's draft EIS generally appear to be valid as far as not
adequately addressing certain issues. However, one can detect a
Council bias or slanted view on certain issues. In recommending only
14,000 of the total 34,000 acres in King Range wilderness study areas
as suitable for wilderness the Council stated that its main reason for
doing so had been to preserve management flexibility. This
conservative wilderness recommendation, as well as the Council's
comments on coastal protection mentioned earlier, appear to indicate a
contempt for or resentment of additional governmental land use
regulations - even when their purpose is to protect the resources of
one of the last and relatively untouched coastal areas (the King
Range) on the West Coast outside of Alaska.
The Council's actions appear to refelect the political
conservatism of the Reagan Administration, which is not so surprising
since the members are appointed with the approval of the Secretary of
the Interior. The Council's actions also appear to show more concern
toward accomodating the needs (e.g. grazing, mineral leases, and
vehicular access) of King Range inholders than of fulfilling the
clearly expressed demands of larger numbers of the public who favor a
substantially larger King Range wilderness.
Based on the actions and statement's of the Advisory Council,
some may conclude that it does not represent a balanced cross-section
of the different constituencies in the BLM's Ukiah District. Such a
conclusion may, however, be difficult to prove and is debateable. What
can be concluded more definitively, however, is that the Advisory
Council's wilderness recommendations for the King Range National
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Conservation Area are out of touch with what 99 percent of the 500
people commenting on the draft EIS and BLM Ukiah District staff want:
a wilderness area substantially larger than 14,000 acres the Council
recommended.
H. Humboldt County Board of Supervisors
Of the 60,000 acres in the King Range National Conservation Area,
97 percent are in Humboldt County. Only the southernmost three percent
of the Area (the lower half of Chemise Mountain) is located in
Mendocino County (see map in Appendix M). In May and June of 1985, the
five-member Humboldt County Board of Supervisors reviewed and then
discussed their views on the BML's draft EIS on wilderness
recommendations for the King Range. a summary of the Board's views on
wilderness for the King Range follows.
On June 11, 1985, the Humboldt County Board of Supervisors voted
3-1, with one supervisor absent, to support the 14,000-acre wilderness
recommendation of the Ukiah District Advisory Council. The majority of
the supervisors, including Supervisor Anna Sparks who is also a member
of the BLM's Ukiah District Advisory Council, were concerned that
wilderness designation would restrict the type of heavy fire equipment
that could be used in an area of high fire danger such as the King
50
Range. Only one Supervisor, Wesley Chesbro, favored recommending a
larger wilderness area for the King Range. Chesbro had argued
previously, at a May 7, 1985 Board of Supervisors meeting, that the
King Range was the only other significantly large roadless coastal
area, besides the Olympic Peninsula in Washington, on the West Coast
51
outside of Alaska. Two local Sierra Club members who spoke at the
June 11th meeting had urged the Board of Supervisors to study the
draft EIS in more detail before taking an official position on the
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wilderness proposal, but their comments were not heeded.
The BLM's Wilderness Management Policy document states that
"[pireference shall be given to the methods and equipment which least
53
alter the landscape or disturb the land surface." Although this
could restrict the use of heavy ground fire equipment on some of the
steep, easily erodable slopes of the King Range helicopter and other
aerial fire supression equipment could be used if determined
appropriate and necessary by the District Manager. Furthermore, the
BLM's draft EIS on the King Range wilderness recommendations states in
chapter two that "[s]mall, primitive ridgetop helipads to enhance fire
control and management activities would be allowed under all
54
alternatives."
Thus, it appears that the Humboldt County Board of Supervisors'
concerns about fire suppression constraints as a major reason for
supporting the Ukiah District Advisory Council 's conservative
wilderness recommendation is not fully warranted. This could perhaps
just be an excuse to hide the Board's conservative land use
philosophies. The majority of the board members may also have been (or
be) reluctant to lose more local control over land management of part
of their county to policies which are formulated in Washington D.C.,
especially since large parts of Humboldt County are already under some
state or federal agency control.
1. Overview
The overwhelmeing majority (over 99 percent) of the 500 written
and oral comments that were made on the BLM's draft EIS on wilderness
proposals for the King Range favored wilderness designation for at
least some portion of the King Range. Many of those commenting favored
172
a larger wilderness acreage than what the BLM is proposing.
Additionally, many of those commenting on the draft EIS criticized the
BLM for producing a deficient document that did not adequately address
various issues such as off-road vehicle use, grazing, off-shore oil
exploration, and watershed restoration efforts, to name a few. If one
reviews the BLM's draft EIS, these concerns become readily apparent.
The document glosses over many important issues, including some raised
by the politically conservative Ukiah District Advisory Council.
The BLM should fully address the concerns and criticisms raised
about its draft EIS in the final or perhaps a supplemental draft EIS.
According to John Lloyd, the BLM's Arcata resource Area Manager, the
preliminary final EIS (expected to be released by October 1986) will
55
address the comments and concerns raised about the draft EIS.
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Chapter IX
CONCLUSION
This thesis has focused on the Bureau of Land Management's
wilderness review/designation process, with a special focus on the
case study of the King Range National Conservation Area. After
reviewing the BLM's wilderness review process, three major points seem
evident: (1) the wilderness designation process is a lenthy one, (2)
public participation/opinion can influence the outcome of the
wilderness designation process, and (3) the wilderness designation
process is highly political.
The Wilderness Act of 1964 set in motion a process of wilderness
review which by 1980 had resulted in over 80 million acres of federal
lands being statutorily protected in the National Wilderness
Preservation System (NWPS). It was not until passage of the Federal
Land Policy and Management Act of 1976, however, that the BLM was
given its first statutory mandate to conduct wilderness studies of its
lands to determine their suitability for inclusion in the NWPS.
Wilderness review of BLM lands will be completed by 1991.
A. Length of BLM Wilderness Review Process
1. Appropriateness of Long Time Frame in Light of BLM
Management Resources
The Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) of 1976 gave
the BLM a long block of time - 15 years - in which to complete the
wilderness review of its lands. The long time frame for wilderness
review is understandable when one considers that the BLM administers
some 340 million acres of public lands. In November 1980, four years
after FLPMA, the BLM had completed the inventory phase of the
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wilderness review process. The BLM announced that 149 million acres of
the reviewed lands "...had been determined to lack wilderness
characteristics and an additional 2
1
as wilderness study areas." As of
wilderness study areas - including
WSA - were still in the study phase
The Secretary of the Interior
suitability recommendations to the
President must then report his own
recommendations to the Congress by
passage of FLPMA! Only Congress has
4 million acres had been identified
May 1986, nearly all of these BLM
Chemise Mountain WSA and King Range
of the wilderness review process.
must report his wilderness
President by October 1991. The
wilderness suitability
October 1993 - 17 years after
the power to designate wilderness
areas. Therefore it is conceivable that for most BLM lands under
wilderness review it will be at least 17 years after FLPMA before
Congress eventually decides which lands to include in the National
Wilderness Preservation System.
The long time frame of the BLM's wilderness review process is
understandable in light of the large number of acres involved, since
FLPMA did not provide any funding for BLM wilderness review activities
(BLM staff already fully occupied were given the additional task of
doing wilderness review studies), and since the fate of millions of
acres of BLM lands (many with valuable commodities) should not be made
in haste.
2. Long Time and Its Implications for Citizen Participation
The extremely long BLM wilderness review process (15 years),
however, could have some possible adverse implications for citizen
participation in the wilderness review process. For example, one might
ask: how many citizens are willing to follow the wilderness fate of an
area for 15 years? For 10 years? For 5 years? It would seem that
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outside of the constituencies of dedicated environmental
organizations, or development interests with a major stake in a
particular wilderness area, few other members of the public would be
likely to participate in the wilderness review process of an area from
beginning to end.
B. Political Considerations in the Wilderness Review Process
1. Wilderness Politics and Citizen Participation
Even though the number of individuals participating in the
wilderness review process for particular study areas might fluctuate,
public participation and public opinion - especially when organized -
can have an influence in whether, and how much of, an area finally
gets recommended for wilderness designation. Why? Because the entire
review process is highly political. Even before Congress (a highly
political body of individuals) decides the fate of a wilderness study
area (WSA), BLM staff recommendations as to whether, and how much of,
a WSA is suitable for wilderness designation are at least somewhat
influenced by the President in power and his appointees, such as the
Secretary of the Interior.
As an example of the point that Presidential appointees may
influence the wilderness recommendations of an agency, an April 23,
1986 article in The Wall Street Journal points out that: "The Reagan
administration has tightened its control over the BLM by replacing
more career bureaucrats with political appointees [who share]...a tilt
2
toward development." One such Reagan appointee is the current BLM
Director, Robert Burford, who is described as "...a crusty ex-
Colorado rancher who shares the views of his former Interior
3
Department boss, James Watt." In the same April 1986 Wall Street
Journal article, Burford made it clear that wilderness preservation
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for BLM lands is not one of his top priorities by stating that:
"Having grown up in the wilderness, I 've had more wilderness
experience' than I really need. I am maybe not as crazy about it as
4
some people are."
The case study of the wilderness review process for the King
Range and Chemise Mountain WSA's illustrates, however, that public
participation and public opinion in the wilderness review process can
nevertheless influence BLM wilderness recommendations. Only after
hundreds of individuals voiced their support, through public hearings
and written comments, for a larger King Range wilderness and for a
Chemise Mountain wilderness did the BLM's Ukiah District Manager
recommend a much larger acreage in the King Range National
Conservation Area as suitable for wilderness designation. It does,
however, remain to be seen whether the public concerns/criticisms
raised about the adequacy of the BLM's draft EIS on preliminary
wilderness recommendations for the King Range will eventually be
adequately addressed in detail in the preliminary final EIS (scheduled
for completion by October 1986), as Council on Environmental Quality
regulations implementing NEPA require. The BLM's Arcata Resource Area
Manager, John Lloyd, has stated that the preliminary final EIS will
address the public concerns raised about the draft EIS.
Since only Congress can designate an area as wilderness, one might
be tempted to think that public participation in the wilderness
review/designation process is most crucial during Congressional
hearings/debate on a wilderness bill (to designate specific areas as
wilderness). Such is not necessarily the case however. Public
participation, it can be argued, is just as important during other
parts or phases (e.g. inventory and study) of the wilderness
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designation process. Congress, in most cases, is not likely to spend a
lot of time debating the specific details about why and what parts of
a wilderness study area should or should not be excluded from
wilderness designation. Most of the specifics will have been discussed
and "ironed out" during earlier stages of the wilderness designation
process. Congressional wilderness debate is therefore likely to be
more of a "thumbs up, or thumbs down" type of proposition.
As the wilderness case study of the King Range National
Conservation Area illustrates, public participation during the study
phase of the wilderness review process played key role in influencing
the BLM's Ukiah District Manager to not exclude the 4,300-acre Chemise
Mountain Wilderness Study Area from a "suitable" wilderness
recommendation and in his recommending a larger acreage for wilderness
in the King Range Wilderness Study Area. The point being made here is
that public participation is important at all stages of the wilderness
review/designation process,not just during Congressional debate on a
wilderness bill. Why? Because pre-Congressional public participation
can play a key role in determining the shape of specific Department of
the Interior/BLM wilderness recommendations that will ultimately reach
Congress.
As was alluded to earlier, the land management philosophies of a
President and his political appointees in the Departments of Interior
and Agriculture, and their ability to influence members of Congress
can also play a key role in determining the contents and fate of a
wilderness bill. Craig W. Allin states in his book, The Politics of
Wilderness Preservation' that the environmental community and other
preservation forces will have an uphill battle trying to pass
wilderness legislation during the tenure of the Reagan Administration
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and the Republican controlled Senate. However, in a statement
exemplifying the key influential roles that politics and public
opinion have on wilderness preservation, Allin concludes that:
In the long run, the future of wilderness preservation
will depend less on the partisan control of the Congress
or the presidency, and more on the tides of public
sentiment to which both parties inevitably, if
sluggishly, react. [As an example,] [d]uring the 1960s
and 1970s American policy makers perceived that a host of
natural resources were threatened. [Emphasis added]. 5
Another point about politics and citizen participation in the
wilderness review process of the King Range that can be concluded from
the information presented in this thesis is that there is debate among
some northwestern California residents about whetherthe BLM's Ukiah
District Advisory Council truly represents a balanced cross-section of
different constituencies in the District. It does appear to be clear,
however, that the conservative wilderness recommendations (14,000
acres for King Range Wilderness Study Area and 0 acres for Chemise
Mountain Wilderness Study Area) of the Advisory Council are definitely
not reflective of the public opinion.
b. Politics and Length of Wilderness Review Process
As was pointed out previously, the wilderness review process for
BLM lands is a lenthy one (at least 15 years). This can have very
significant political implications. For one thing, The BLM's
wilderness review time span will have encompassed at least three
different Presidents (Carter, Reagan, and ?) and more than three
Secretaries of the Interior before the process is completed. Such a
long time span offers opportunities (which can be either good or bad
for wilderness advocates) for a succeeding President to attempt to
substantially undo the wilderness efforts of the previous President
and his appointees.
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Besides changes in the the executive branch of government during
the length of the BLM's wilderness review process there are also
likely to be changes in the legislative branch (Congress), especially
in the House of Representatives where memebers are elected every two
years. As was pointed out in chapter 6 (section A-4), the Congressman
who represents the area where the King Range is located, Doug Bosco (a
liberal democrat), has indicated that he would be likely to support
wilderness designation for a large portion of the King Range.
California Senator Alan Cranston, another liberal democrat, would most
likely also support a King Range wilderness. The question arises,
however, will Bosco and Cranston (both are up for reelection in
November 1986) still be in Congress when Congress finally decides the
wilderness fate of the King Range, most likely sometime in the 1990s.
Thus, not only may members of the public with an interest in King
Range change over a 15-year time span, but the composition of the
executive and legislative branches of the federal government may also
change. The composition of BLM employees may also change over a 15-
year period, but perhaps not as much as the changes likely to occur in
a highly political body such as Congress. Congress is likely to be
more sensitive to public opinion and public pressure than BLM
employees who may be part of an "entrenched" bureaucracy and who need
not fear political accountability as much as members of Congress.
Hence, one might conclude that the fact that the wilderness
review/designation process is highly political is not in of itself
always a bad thing. Public officials in high decisionmaking positions
(e.g. in Congress or in the Department of the Interior) should be
responsive to public opinions, and political accountability is one way
of helping to ensure this. One must admit, however, that depending on
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who is President (e.g. Ronald Reagan), political accountability may be
slow in responding to a majority public opinion that may favor strong
environmental protection of resources, such as through wilderness
preservation.
c. Politics and Bureau of Land Management Dilemma:
Wilderness vs. Preservation
In most wilderness preservation debates there are various
constituencies or parties with different views and interests in the
outcome. It can also be said that there are those who benefit by
wilderness preservation and those who lose. Cought in the middle of
the wilderness study debate of 25 million acres of public domain lands
in the lower 48 states is the Bureau of Land management. To most
Americans, the BLM is an obscure agency that they know litte about.
And until recently, most BLM lands were considered "left over" lands
that nobody else wanted (e.g. deserts, canyons, arctic ice, tundra,
etc.) and were thought to be of little value. Through development
(mostly extraction of minerals) and the wilderness review process, the
previously hidden values of BLM lands have surfaced or become known to
more members of the public. As Farney and Taylor (1986) point out:
The BLM owns...80% of the U.S. oil shale, a third of the
nation's coal, a third of its uranium, and reserves of
gold silver, oil, copper and molybdenum. Much of the
agency's domain is long on sagebrush and short on water.
But some BLM acreage ranks among the wildest, most
spectacular land in the nation, rivaling national park-
land for beauty. 6
The King Range National Conservation Area, like other BLM tracts
of land, remains relatively unknown to most members of the public,
even to many residents of northwestern California. Yet, coastal parts
of the King Range fit the description given above that some BLM
acreage rivals national parkland for beauty. As was mentioned in
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chapter 4, the King Range is one of the last relatively untouched and
most spectacular coastal areas in the lower 48 states (see pictues in
Appendix F).
Unlike other tracts of BLM lands undergoing wilderness review,
however, such as those in southern Utah for example, the the economic
stakes and the debate between wilderness advocates and anti-wilderness
parties is not as sharp (though there are major differences) in the
case of wilderness review for the King Range National Conservation
Area. The King Range contains virtually no minerals of economic value
and very little marketable timber that none of the of the local area
mills depend on. The debate in the King Range is not so much as to
whether the area should or should not be designated wilderness, but
centers more around how much of the area deserves wilderness
protection. The King Range wilderness debate deals with what uses
(e.g. off-road vehicle use and grazing) are compatible with wilderness
designation, and the degree of protection (administrative vs.
legislative) that is needed to protect the area's intrinsic values
such as coastal archeological sites and endangered bird species (e.g.
spotted owl and bald eagle) habitat.
This is in sharp contrast to some other BLM wilderness study
areas, such as those in southern Utah, which contain valuable deposits
of coal, oil, and uranium which local area many residents there do not
want to see irreversibily "locked up" in wilderness preservation. Many
people in economically depressed southern Utah would like to see
mineral extraction activities take place on BLM wilderness study areas
since they could use the jobs that would be created. In an April 1986
Wall Street Journal article, a resident of Maob Utah expressed the
opposition by shared by other area residents to BLM wilderness
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proposals there: "I 'm pro-industry, I 'm pro power plant, I 'm pro
anything you need to make a living around here. What can you do with
7
wilderness."
Even though wilderness issues surrounding the BLM's southern Utah
wilderness study areas are generally different, some of the categories
of parties who would benefit and who would lose wilderness designation
appear to be the same. Those who would benefit would be environmental
advocates, those who favor having and/or experiencing places of
primitive and unconfined types of recreation, suppliers of outdoors
sporting goods equipment (through a higher demand for such products),
and wildlife and vegeation native to wilderness study areas.
Potential losers from having an area designated as wilderness
include off-road vehicle enthusiasts, and those with some stake in
particular resource extraction activities such as timber, mining, and
grazing. In the King Range, however, the impacts from wilderness
designation on the "losers" appears to be very minimal. For example,
the BLM's Ukiah District has plans to keep a three-mile stretch of
beach open to off-road vehicles regardless of wilderness designation
for the King Range (although this is a controversial issue).
Additionally, the BLM's Wilderness Management Policy would allow
present grazing interests in the area to continue at the same level as
on the date the area becomes wilderness
In both the Utah BLM example mentioned here and in the case of
the wilderness review for the King Range there are opposing parties
with strong differing views. There are those with preservationist
views and those with development oriented views. The BLM in both cases
is an agency caught under fire from both sides. As was discussed in
previous chapters pertaining to the King Range case study some
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parties, such as the Lost Coast League and the Sierra Club, have
chastised the BLM for producing a deficient wilderness draft EIS and
for not recommending a larger area for wilderness in the King Range.
Other parties, such as the BLM's Ukiah District Advisory Council and
the Humboldt County Board of Supervisors criticized the BLM for
recommeding too large of a King Range wilderness acreage.
Obviously, this further illustrates that the wilderness review
process is highly political, and that BLM staff in attempting to act
in the dual role as both a guardian of the public interest and as a
broker in meeting the needs of its various constituencies, has managed
to anger all parties with an interest in the wilderness review of the
agency's lands. The BLM appears to be caught in one of those "damned
if you do, damned if you don't" type of dilemmas.
And according to Farney and Taylor (1986), the cross-fire is
having a a detrimental effect on the moral of BLM staff, as stated in
the following excerpt from their April 23, 1986 Wall Street Journal
article:
The unrelenting preservation-vs.-development struggle
engulfing the BLM is taking a toll on staff morale and
professional pride. Wesley Chambers, a BLM employee since
1972 invested five years of his life as assistant
director of the agency's California desert land-use
planning process.
At a cost of millions of dollars and thousands of man-
hours, the process identified 136 potential wilderness
tracts totalling about 5.6 million acres. Then, through
nearly five dozen public meetings it laboriously weighed
alternative uses for those tracts, tentatively concluding
that 44 tracts totalling 2.1 million acres should be
declared wilderness.
But in late February, a year before final BLM
recommendations were due, California Sen. Alan Cranston
introduced a bill that would sweep roughly 196 of the
original tracts into new national parks and wilderness
areas. Altogether, parks and wilderness would take 7.5
million of the BLM's 12.1 million southern California
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acres.
They're basically taking everything we put on the
table. Everything, ' says Tony Staed, a spokesman for
the state director. It's an end run,' complains Mr.
Chambers. It's very discouraging.'
Such Congressional preemptive strikes are coming more
more often. One reason is that wilderness is politically
popular, especially in urbanized states like California.
(Sen. Cranston is up for reelection this fall.) Another
factor, equally fundamental, is that many
environmentalists and congressmen simply don't trust the
BLM. That is a legacy of James Watt. 8
C. Prospects for a King Range Wilderness
As has been stated throughout the conclusion of this thesis, the
BLM's wilderness review/designation process is lengthy and very
political. Public participation throughout various stages of the
process can, however, influence the outcome of the wilderness review
process. So, what may be the likely outcome of the wilderness
review/designation process for the King Range National Conservation
Area?
Congress, probably sometime in the 1990s, is likely to designate
all of the 4,300-acre Chemise Mountain WSA and at least half (but
probably more) of the 29,300-acre King Range WSA as wilderness. One
reason for these predictions is that there has been overwhelming
public support in northwestern California for a substantially large
King Range Wilderness. Another is that BLM Ukiah District Manager (as
of the date of the completion of this thesis) is recommending all of
Chemise Mountain WSA and 27,000 acres in the King Range WSA as
suitable for wilderness designation.
Furthermore, although it is uncertain what local area and other
California congressional representatives will be in Congress by the
time Congressional debate on a King Range wilderness bill is finally
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debated, the fact that Congress in 1970 already recognized the area's
unique natural qualities by passing the King Range Act should lend
some support for statutory (versus admininistrative) protection of a
large portion of the area's wilderness characteristics. Additionally,
since the King Range contains few resources of high economic value,
there is not likely to be much (if any) of an adverse effect on the
economy of the local area, and therefore Congressional debate on the
economic impacts of designating a large portion of the King Range as
wilderness is not likely to be a major issue.
Plus, although California is one of the largest states in the
country, is is highly urbanized and has a population of over 24
million people. As Farney and Taylor (1986) pointed out earlier
wilderness designation is a politically popular issue in an urbanized
state like California. As was stressed in previous chapters of this
thesis, Congressional designation of a large portion of the King Range
National Conservation Area as wilderness would truly be adding an area
with unparalled coastal wilderness characteristics and beauty - a
scarce resource for us and for future generations in the continental
United States.
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APPENDIX A
Definition of "Wilderness"
SECTION 2(c) OF
THE WILDERNESS ACT OF
SEPTEMBER 3, 1964
(P.L. 88-577)
A wilderness, in contrast with those areas where man
and his own works dominate the landscape, is hereby
recognized as an area where the earth and its
community of life are untrammeled by man, where
man himself is a visitor who does not remain. An area
of wilderness is further defined to mean in this Act an
area of undeveloped Federal land retaining its
primeval character and influence, without permanent
improvements or human habitation, which is
protected and managed so as to preserve its natural
conditions and which (1) generally appears to have
been affected primarily by the forces of nature, with
the imprint of man's work substantially unnoticeable;
(2) has outstanding opportunities for solitude or a
primitive and unconfined type of recreation; (3) has at
least five thousand acres of land or is of sufficient size
as to make practicable its preservation and use in
an unimpaired condition; and (4) may also contain
ecological, geological, or other features of scientific,
educational, scenic, or historical value.
Source: U.S. Bureau of Land Management, Interim Management Policy and
Guidelines for Lands Under Wilderness Review (Washington, DC:
U.S. Government Printing Office, December 12, 1979), p. 29.
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THE WILDERNESS ACT OF SEPTEMBER 3, 1964
Public Law 88-577
88th Congress, S. 4
AN ACT
To establish a National Wilderness Preservation System for
the permanent good of the whole people, and for other pur-
poses.
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of
the United States of America in Congress assembled.
SHORT TITLE
Section 1. This Act may be cited as the "Wilderness Act".
WILDERNESS SYSTEM ESTABLISHED-
STATEMENT OF POLICY
Section 2.(a) In order to assure that an increasing population,
accompanied by expanding settlement and growing mech-
anization, does not occupy and modify all areas within the
United States and its possessions, leaving no- lands desig-
nated for preservation and protection in their natural
condition, it is hereby declared to be the policy of the
Congress to secure for the American people of present and
future generations the benefits of an enduring resource of
wilderness. For this prupose there is hereby established a
National Wilderness Preservation System to be composed of
federally owned areas designated by Congress as "wilderness
areas", and these shall be administered for the use and en-
joyment of the American people in such manner as will leave
them unimpaired for future use and enjoymentas wilderness,
and so as to provide for the protection of these areas, the
preservation of their wilderness character, and for the
gathering and dissemination of information regarding their
use and enjoyment as wilderness; and no Federal lands shall
be designated as "wilderness areas" except as provided for
in this Act or by a subsequent Act.
(b) The inclusion of an area in the National Wilderness
Preservation System notwithstanding, the area shall continue
to be managed by the Department and agency have jurisdic-
tion thereover immediately before its inclusion in the National
Wilderness Preservation System unless otherwise provided
by Act of Congress. No appropriation shall be available for
the payment of expenses or salaries for the administration of
the National Wilderness Preservation System as a separate
unit nor shall any appropriations be available for additional
personnel stated as being required solely for the purpose of
managing or administering areas solely because they are
included within the National Wilderness Preservation
System.
DEFINITION OF WILDERNESS
ci A wilderness, in contrast with those areas where man and
his own works dominate the landscape, is hereby recognized
as an area where the earth and its community of life are un-
trammeled by man, where man himself is a visitor who does
not remain. An area of wilderness is further defined to mean
in this Act an area of undeveloped Federal land retaining its
primeval character and influence, without permanent im-
provements or human habitation, which is protected and
managed so I.s to preserve its natural conditions and which
(1) generally appears to have been affected primarily by the
forces of natL're. with the imprint of man's work substantially
unnoticeable ; (2) has outstanding opportunities for solitude
or a primitive and unconfined type of recreation: (3) has at
least five thousand acres of land or is of sufficient size as to
make practicable its preservation and use in an unimpaired
condition; and (4) may also contain ecologicalgeological. or
other features of scientific, educational, scenic, or historical
value.
NATIONAL WILDERNESS PRESERVATION
SYSTEM-EXTENT OF SYSTEM
Section 3.(a) All areas within the national forests classitied at
least 30days before the effective date of this Act by the Secre-
tarv of Agriculture or the Chief of the Forest Service as
"wilderness ', "wild". or "canoe" are hereby designated as
wilderness areas. The Secretary of Agriculture shall-
(1) Within one year after the effective date of this Act, file a
map and legal description of each wilderness area with the
Interior and Insular Affairs Committees of the United States
Senate and the House of Representatives. and such descrip-
tions shall have thesame forceand effect as if included in this
Act: Provided, however, That correction of clerical and typo-
graphical errors in such legal descriptions and maps may be
made.
(2) Maintain, available to the public. records pertaining to
said wilderness areas, including maps and legal descriptions.
copies of regulations governing them. copies of public
notices of, and reports submitted to Congress regarding
pending aJditions, eliminations, or modifications. Maps.
legal descriptions. and regulations pertaining to wilderness
areas within their respective jurisdictions also shall be avail-
able to the public in the offices of regional foresters, national
forest supervisors, and forest rangers.
Classification. (b) The Secretary of Agriculture shall, within
ten years after the enactment of this Act. review, as to its
suitability or nonsuitability for preservation as wilderness,
each area in the national forests classified on the effective
date of this Act by the Secretarv of Agriculture or the Chief of
the Forest Service as "primitive" and report his findings to
the Presiden.
Presidential recommendation to Congress. The President
shall advise the United States Senate and House of Represent-
atives of his recommendations with respect to the designa-
tion as "wilderness" or other reclassification of each area on
which revicw has been completed, together with maps and a
definition of boundaries. Such advice shall be given with
respect to not less than one-third of all the areas nowclassitied
as 'primitive" within three years after the enactment of this
Act. not les' than two-thirds within seven years atter the
enactment of this Act, and the remaining areas within ten
years after the enactment of this Act.
Congressional approval. Each recommendation of the Presi-
dent for designation as "wilderness" shall become effective
only if so provided by an Act of Congress. Areas classified as
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enterprise and no permanent road within any wilderness
area designated by this Act and, except as necessary to meet
minimum requirements for the administration of the area for
the purpose of this Act (including measures required in
emergencies involving the health and safety of persons
within the area), there shall be no temporary road, no use of
motor vehicles, motorized equipment or motorboats, no
landing of aircraft, no other form of mechanical transport,
and no structure or installation within any such area.
SPECIAL PROVISIONS
(d) The following special provisions are hereby made:
(1) Within wilderness areas designated by this Act the use of
aircraft or motorboats, where these uses have already
become established, may be permitted to continue subject
to such restrictions as the Secretary of Agriculture deems
desirable. In addition, such measures may be taken as may be
necessary in the control of fire, insects, and diseases, subject
to such conditions as the Secretary deems desirable.
(2) Nothing in this Act shall prevent within national forest
wilderness areas any activity, including prospecting, for the
purpose of gathering information about mineral or other
resources, if such activity is carried on in a manner
compatible with the preservation of the wilderness
environment. Furthermore, in accordance with such
program as the Secretary of the Interior shall develop and
conduct in consultation with the Secretary of Agriculture,
such areas shall be surveyed on a planned, recurring basis
consistent with the concept of wilderness preservation by
the Geological Survey and the Bureau of Mines to determine
the mineral values, if any, that may be present; and the
results of such surveys shall be made available to the public
and submitted to the President and Congress.
Mineral leases, claims, etc. (3) Notwithstanding any other
provisions of this Act, until midnight December 31, 1983, the
United States mining laws and all laws pertaining to mineral
leasing shall, to the same extent as applicable prior to the
effective date of this Act, extend to those national forest lands
designated by this Act as "wilderness areas"; subject, how-
ever, to such reasonable regulations governing ingress and
egress as may be prescribed by the Secretary of Agriculture
consistent with the use of the land for mineral location and
development and exploration, drilling, and production, and
use of land for transmission lines, waterlines, telephone
lines, or facilities necessary in exploring, drilling, producing,
mining, and processing operations, including where essential
the Lse of mechanized ground or air equipment and restora-
tion as near as practicable of the surface of the land disturbed
in performing prospecting, location, and, in oil and gas
leasing, discovery work, exploration, drilling, and pro-
duction, as soon as they have served their purpose. Mining
locations lying within the boundaries of said wilderness areas
shall be held and used solely for mining or processing opera-
tions and uses reasonably incident thereto; and hereafter,
subject to valid existing rights, all patents issued under the
mining laws of the United States affecting national forest
lands designated by this Act as wilderness areas shall convey
title to the mineral deposits within the claim, together with
the right to cut and use so much of the mature timber there-
from as may be needed in the extraction removal and bene-
ficiation of the mineral deposits, if needed timber is not other-
wise reasonably available, and if the timber is cut under sound
principles of forest management as defined by the national
forest rules and regulations, but each such patent shall reserve
to the United States all title in or to the surface of the lands
and products thereof, and no use of the surface of the claim
or the resources therefrom not reasonably required for
carrying on mining or prospecting shall be allowed except as
otherwise expressly provided in this Act: Provided, That,
unless hereafter specifically authorized, no patent within
wilderness areas designated by this Act shall issue after
December 31, 1983, except for the valid claims existing on or
before December 31, 1983. Mining claims located after the
effective date of this Act within the boundaries of wilderness
areas designated by this Act shall create no rights in excess of
those rights which may be patented under the provisions of
this subsection. Mineral leases, permits, and licenses covering
lands within national forest wilderness areas designated by
this Act shall contain such reasonable stipulations as may be
prescribed by the Secretary of Agriculture for the protection
of the wilderness character of the land consistent with the
use of the land for the purposes for which they are leased,
permitted, or licensed. Subj2ct to valid rights then existing,
effective January 1, 1984, the minerals in lands designated by
this Act as wilderness areas art withdrawn from all forms of
appropriation under the mining laws and from deposition
under all laws pertaining to mineral leasing and all amend-
ments thereto.
Water resources. (4) Within wilderness areas in the national
forests designated by this Act, (1) the President may, within a
specific area and in accordance with such regulations as he
may deem desirable, authorize prospecting for water re-
sources, the establishment and maintenance of reservoirs,
water-conservation works, power projects, transmission
lines, and other facilities needed in the public interest,
including the road construction and maintenance essential
to development and use thereof, upon his determination
that such use or uses in the specific area will better serve
the interests of the United States and the people thereof than
will its denial; and (2) the grazing of livestock, where estab-
lished prior to the effective date of this Act, shall be permitted
to continue subject to such reasonable regulations as are
deemed necessary by the Secretary of Agriculture.
(5) Other provisions of this Act to the contrary notwith-
standing, the management of the Boundary Waters Canoe
Area, formerly designated as the Superior, Little Indian Sioux,
and Caribou Roadless Areas, in the Superior National Forest,
Minnesota, shall be in accordance with regulations estab-
lished by the Secretary of Agriculture in accordance with the
general prupose of maintaining, without unnecessary restric-
tions on other uses, including that of timber, the primitive
character of the area, particularly in the vicinity of lakes,
streams, and portages: Pr vided, That nothing in this Act
shall preclude the continuarce within the area of any already
established use of motorboats.
(6) Commercial services rray be performed within the wil-
derness areas designated by this Act to the extent necessary
for activities which are proper for realizing the recreational
or other wilderness purposes of the areas.
(7) Nothing in this Act shall constitute an express or implied
claim or denial on the part of the Federal Government as to
exemption from State water laws.
(8) Nothing in this Act shall be construed as affecting the
jurisdiction or responsibilities of the several States with re-
spect to wildlife and fish in the national forests.
STATE AND PRIVATE LANDS WITHIN
WILDERNESS AREAS
Section 5. (a) In any case where State-owned or privately
owned land is completely surrounded by national forest
lands within areas designated by this Act as wilderness, such
State or private owner shall be given such rights as may be
necessary to assure adequate access to such State-owned or
privately owned land by such State or private owner and their
successors in interest. or the State-owned land or privately
owned land shall be exchanged for federally owned land in
the same State of approximately equal value under authorities
available to the Secretary of Agriculture:
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"primitive" on the effective date of this Act shall continue to
be administered under the rules and regulations affecting
such areas on the effective date of this Act until Congress has
determined otherwise. Any such area may be increased in
size by the President at the time he submits his recommenda-
tions to the Congress by not more than five thousand acres
with no more than one thousand two hundred and eighty
acres of such increase in any one compact unit; if it is pro-
posed to increase the size of any such area by more than five
thousand acres or by more than one thousand two hundred
and eighty acres in any one compact unit the increase in size
shall not become effective until acted upon by Congress.
Nothing herein contained shall limit the President in pro-
posing, as part of his recommendations to Congress, the
alteration of existing boundaries of primitive areas or recom-
mending the addition of any contiguous area of national
forest lands predominantly of wilderness value. Notwith-
standing any other provisions of this Act, the Secretary of
Agriculture may complete his review and delete such areas
as may be necessary, but not to exceed seven thousand
acres, from the southern tip of the Gore Range-Eagles Nest
Primitive Area, Colorado, if the Secretary determines that
such action is in the public interest.
Report to President. (c) Within ten years after the effective
date of this Act the Secretary of the Interior shall review
every roadless area of five thousand contiguous acres or more
in the national parks, monuments and other units. of the
national park system and every such area of, and every road-
less island within, the national wildlife refuges and game
ranges, under his jurisdiction on the effective date of this Act
and shall report to the President his recommendation as to
the suitability or nonsuitability of each such area or island
for preservation as wilderness.
Presidential recommendation to Congress. The President
shall advise the President of the Senate and the Speaker of
the House of Representatives of his recommendation with
respect to the designation as wilderness of each such area or
island on which review has been completed, together with a
map thereof and a definition of its boundaries. Such advice
shall be given with respect to not less than one-third of the
areas and islands to be reviewed under this subsection with-
in three years after enactment of this Act, not less than two-
thirds within seven years of enactment of this Act, and the
remainder within ten years of enactment of this Act.
Congressional approval. A recommendation of the President
for designation as wilderness shall become effective only if
so provided by an Act of Congress. Nothing contained herein
shall, by implication or otherwise, be construed to lessen the
present statutory authority of the Secretary of the Interior
with respect to the maintenance of roadless areas within units
of the national park system.
Suitability. (d)(1) The Secretary of Agriculture and the Sec-
retary of the Interior shall, prior to submitting any recom-
mendations to the President with respect to the suitability of
any area for preservation as wilderness-
Publication in Federal Register. (A) give such public notice of
the proposed action as they deem appropriate, including
publication in the Federal Register and in a newspaper hav-
ing general circulation in the area or areas in the vicinity of
the affected land;
Hearings. (B) hold a public hearing or hearings at a location
or locations convenient to the area affected. The hearings
shall be announced through such means as the respective
Secretaries involved deem appropriate, including notices in
the Federal Register and in newspapers of general circulation
in the area: Provided, That if the lands involved are located
in more than one State, at least one hearing shall be held in
each State in which a portion of the land lies:
(C) at least thirty days before the date of a hearing advise the
Governor of each State and the governing board of each
county, or in Alaska the borough, in which the lands are
located, and Federal departments and agencies concerned,
and invite such officials and Federal agencies to submit their
views on the proposed action at the hearing or by no later
than thirty days following the date of the hearing.
(2) Any views submitted to the appropriate Secretary under
the provisions of (1) of this subsection with respect to any
area shall be included with any recommendations to the
President and to Congress with respect to such area.
Proposed modification. (e) Any modification or adjustment
of boundaries of any wilderness area shall be recommended
by the appropriate Secretary after public notice of such pro-
posal and public hearing or hearings as provided in subsection
(d) of this section. The proposed modification or adjustment
shall then be recommended with map and description there-
of to the President. The President shall advise the United
States Senate and the House of Representatives of his recom-
mendations with respect to such modification or adjustment
and such recommendations shall become effective only in
the same manner as provided for in subsections (b) and (c) of
this section.
USE OF WILDERNESS AREAS
Section 4. (a) The purposes of this Act are hereby declared to
be within and supplemental to the purposes for which
national forests and units of the national park and national
wildlife refuge systems are established and administered and-
(1) Nothing in this Act shall be deemed to be in interference
with the purpose for which national forests are established as
set forth in the Act of June 4, 1897 (30 Stat. 11), and the
Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act of June 12, 1960 (74 Stat.
215).
(2) Nothing in this Act shall modify the restrictions and pro-
visions of the Shipstead-Nolan Act (Public Law 539. Seventy-
first Congress, July 10, 1930; 46 Stat. 1020), the Thye-Blatnik
Act (Public Law 733, Eightieth Congress, June 22,1948; 62 Stat.
568), and the Humphrey-Thye-Blatnik-Andresen Act (Public
Law 607. Eighty-fourth Congress, June 22, 1956; 70 Stat. 326),
as applying to the Superior National Forest or the regulations
of the Secretary of Agriculture.
(3) Nothing in this Act shall modify the statutory authority
under which units of the national park system are created.
Further, the designation of any area of any park, monument,
or other unit of the national park system as a wilderness
area pursuant to this Act shall in no manner lower the stand-
ards evolved for the use and preservation ot such park,
monument, or other unit of the national park system in
accordance with the Act of August 25. 1916. the statutory
authority under which the area was created, or any other Act
of Congress whichmight pertain to or affect such area, in-
cluding, but not limited to, the Act of June 8. 1906 (34 Stat.
225; 16 U.S.C. 432 et seq.): section 3 (2) of the Federal
Power Act (16 U.S.C. 796 (2)): and the Act of August 21,1935
(49 Stat. 666; 16 U.S.C. 461 et seq.).
(b) Except as otherwise provided in this Act.eachagencyad-
ministering any area designated as wilderness shall be
responsible for preserving the wilderness character of the
area and shall so administer such area for such other pur-
poses for which it may have been established as also to
preserve its wilderness character. Except as otherwise pro-
vided in this Act, wilderness areas shall he devoted to the
public purposes of recreational, scenic, scientific. educa-
tional, conservation. and historical use.
PROHIBITION OF CERTAIN USES
(c) Except as specifically provided for in this Act and subject
to existing private rights, there shall be no commercial
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Transfers, restriction. Provided, however, That the United
States shall not transfer to a State or private owner any mineral
interests unless the State or private owner relinguishes or
causes to be relinquished to the United States the mineral
interest in the surrounded land.
(b) In any case where valid mining claims or other valid
occupancies are wholly within a designated national forest
wilderness area, the Secretary of Agriculture shall, by reason-
able regulations consistent with the preservation of the area
as wilderness, permit ingress and egress to such surrounded
areas by means which have been or are being customarily
enjoyed with respect to other such areas similarly situated.
Acquisition. (c) Subject to the appropriation of funds by
Congress, the Secretary of Agriculture is authorized to ac-
quire privately owned land within the perimeter of any area
designated by this Act as wilderness if (1) the owner concurs
in such acquisition or (2) the acquisition is specifically auth-
orized by Congress.
GIFTS, BEQUESTS, AND CONTRIBUTIONS
Section 6. (a) The Secretary of Agriculture may accept gifts
or bequests of land within wilderness areas designated by
this Act for preservation as wilderness. The Secretary of Agri-
culture may also accept gifts or bequests of land adjacent to
wilderness areas designated by this Act for preservation as
wilderness if he has given sixty days advance notice thereof
to the President of the Senate and the Speaker of the House
of Representatives. Land accepted by the Secretary of Agri-
culture under this section shall become part of the wilderness
area involved. Regulations with regard to any such land may
be in accordance with such agreements, consistent with the
policy of this Act, as are made at the time of such gift, or such
conditions, consistent with such policy, as may be included
in, and accepted with, such bequest.
(b) The Secretry of Agriculture or the Secretary of the
Interior is aithorized to accept private contributions and
gifts to be used to further the purposes of this Act.
ANNUAL REPORTS
Section 7. At the opening of each session of Congress. the
Secretaries of Agriculture and Interior shall jointly report to
the President for transmission to Congress on the status of
the wilderness system, including a listand descriptions of the
areas in the system, regulations in effect, and other pertinent
information, together with any recommendations they may
care to make.
Source: U.S. Bureau of Land Management, Wilderness Management
Policy (Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office,
September 1981), pp. 32-35.
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Section 603 of
THE FEDERAL LAND POLICY AND MANAGEMENT ACT OF 1976
(P.L. 94-579)
Sec. 603. (a) Within fifteen years after the dat
approval of this Act, the Secretary shall review ti
roadless areas of five thousand acres or more
roadless islands of the public lands, identified dL
the inventory required by section 201(a) of this A
having wilderness characteristics described in
Wilderness Act of September 3, 1964 (78 Stat. 89
U.S.C. 1131 et seq.) and shall from time to time re
to the President his recommendation as to the
ability or nonsuitability of each such area or is
for preservation as wilderness: Provided, That pri
any recommendations for the designation of an
as wilderness the Secretary shall cause mineral sur
to be conducted by the Geological Survey anc
Bureau of Mines to determine the mineral valu
any, that may be present in such areas: Prov
further, That the Secretary shall report to
President by July 1, 1980, his recommendation
those areas which the Secretary has prior to Nover
1, 1975, formally identified as natural or prirr
areas. The review required by this subsection sha
conducted in accordance with the procedures sl
fied in section 3(d) of the Wilderness Act.
(b) The President shall advise the President o
Senate and the Speaker of the House of Represo
tives of his recommendations with respect to des
tion as wilderness of each such area. together w6
map thereof and a definition of its boundaries.
advice by the President shall be given within two
of the receipt of each report from the Secreta
recommendation of the President for designati
Source: U.S. Bureau of Land
Policy (Washington,
September 1981), p.
e of wilderness shall become effective only if so provided
hose by an Act of Congress.
and (c) During the period of review of such areas and untiliring Congress has determined otherwise, the Secretary
the shall continue to manage such lands according to his
0: 16 authority under this Act and other applicable law in a
port manner so as not to impair the suitability of such areas
suit- for preservation as wilderness, subject. however, to
land the continuation of existing mining and grazing uses
orto and mineral leasing in the manner and degree in
are to which the same was being conducted on the date of
veys approval of this Act: Provided, That, in managing the
the public lands the Secretary shall by regulation or other-
es, if wise take any action required to prevent unnecessary
ided or undue degradation of the lands and their resources
the or to afford environmental protection. Unless pre-
son viously withdrawn from appropriation under the
mber mining laws, such lands shall continue to besubject to
litive such appropriation during the period of review unless
ill be withdrawn by the Secretary under the procedures of
pei- section 204 of this Act for reasons other than preser-peci- vation of their wilderness character. Once an area has
been designated for preservation as wilderness, the
f the provisions of the Wilderness Act which apply to
enta- national forest wilderness areas shall apply with re-
igna- spect to the administration and use of such designated
ith a area, including mineral surveys required by section
Such 4(d)(2) of the Wilderness Act. and mineral develop-
years ment, access, exchange of lands, and ingress and egress
ry. A for mining claimants and occupants.
on as
Management, Wilderness Management
DC: U.S. Government Printing Office,
31.
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FIGURE - 7A
National Wilderness Preservation System
September 1983
Source: Sierra Club, National Wilderness
Preservation System (San Francisco,
A CA:
an Juan Ilands
0 Washington Islands Pasayten - N ' - -
* Glacier Peak ANA " - - - -.
*Alpine Lakes * Great Bear 
-
Cabinet Mountaina * * Bob Marahall Medicine Lake NORTH DAKOTA MINNESOTA Boundary WatersCanoeArea
* Goat Rocks /DA HO * Mission Mountains e Lostwood 9 Agassiz 0 Isle Royale
Three Arch Rockse * MountAdams Rattlesnake* *Scapegoat 9oUL Bend
ORE Wenaha-Tucannon* Gates of the Mountains T Huron Is
REGON Selwy-Bitterroot * * Welcome Creek TheodoreRoosevelt
* Mt. Hood * Eagle Cap * Gospel Hump * Anaconda-Pintlar M CH.
* Mount Jefferson ~ Hell's Canon * Whisker L
Mount Washington* e Chase Lake
* Three Sisters * Strawberry Mountain * Rainbow Lake
River of No Return * Red Rock Lakes * Absaroka-Beartooth. Blackjack Springs
Wild Rogue* A Diamond Peak WY
Kalmiopsis * * North Absaroka
A 0 Oregon Islands * Gearhart Mountain * Washakie 
Black Elk
CALIF-O * Mountain Lakes* Teton
O/NIA N Badlands
*Marble Mountain NE Craters of the Moon a Fitzpatrick IOWA
E Lava BedsEA DA* Bridger
* South Warner NEBR ASK ALLNS
Thousand Lakes * Jarbidge UTAH 0 Fort Niobrara
N Lassen Volcano
* Caribou
* Yolla Bolly-Middle Eel * Savage Run
* Desolation COLORADO Rawah a
* Mkelmne* Lne eak Mount Zirkel* * *Cache La Poudre
0 Point Reyes * Hoover Neota * Comanche Peak'MISSOURI
* Emigrant Flat Tops * Eagle's Nest * * Never Summer
SFarallon * MinaretsHunter-Frying Pan * vIndian Peaks KANSAS
* Mount Evans
* Kaiser Ridge Maroon Bells-Snowmass * * Holy Cross
* John Muir Raggeds * * West Elk * Lost Creek
* Pinnacles Black Canyon of the Gunnison n * Mount Massive
I La Garita * * Collegiate Peaks Bell Mountain *
* Ventana Golden Trout Mou Sneffe* * Big Blue Great Sand Dunes Rockpile Mountain * Cn
* Dome Land ARIZONA Mesa Verde * Weminuche Paddy Creek* * Devil's Backbone"('-4
A* Santa Lucia ou anXuan * Hercules Glades * MingoNEW EXC * Cruces Basi  OKLAHOMA* Piney Creek E!l
* San Rafael Chama River Canyon * Latir Peak ** Wheeler ParkLHM*PNe eE
* Sycamore Canyon San Pedro Parks* * Pecos TEXAS ARKANSABig LakeBandelierfl * Dome Upper Buffalo
" * San Gabriel * Pine Mountain I Buffalo National River
* Cucamonga * Mazatzal U Petrified Forest * Sandia MountainS S
S. 4 * San Gorgono * Sierra Ancha * Manzano Mountain" San Jacinto10WihtMonas
*AaT Joshua Tree N. Mon. * Mount Baldy Caney Creek" Agus Tibia * SuperstitionI
Galiuro * Withington* Bosque Del Apache
* Pusch Ridge I * Apache Kid * Capitan Mountains* Blue Range * Salt Creek OUSANAOrgan Pipe Cactus E Saguaro Gila* * Aldo Leopold * White Mountain LUS
ALASKA e Arctic
Noatak M 0 Gates of the Arctic N' hiricahua E * Carlsbad Caverns
0 Kobuk Valley '-. """--
0eSelawik y Guadalupe Mountains Kisatchie Hills
KoyukukE C 0
Innokoo e
Andreafsky 90 Denali
-9 Lacassine
Nunivak eD N Wrangell-St. Elias
Lake Clarka Russell Fjord
TogikO, c&A . Kt~ai$-'~AUGlacier BayTogiak atmai U ena - k * Endicott River.
- Katmai West Chichagof-Yak *Tracy- Arm-Ford's Terror""' AWAl
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Sierra Club, Septe 1983),pp. 4-5.
1l Bay
0
199
APPENDIX E
Table 3
Designated Wilderness Areas
in the National Wilderness Preservation
Agency/
NWPS Wilderness Units Region Acreage Year
ALABAMA - 19.50n acres in NWPS
Sipse
Cheaha
USFS-8 12,64t
USFS-S 6.780
(19,426)
AL ASKA - 56.368.3t-6 acres in NWPS
Aleutian Islands
Andreatskv
Arctic
Becharot
Innoko
lzembek
Kenai
Kovukuk-
Nuniak
Selaw ik
StMidi
I ogiak
Lmma .
Denah
Gate-. of the Arctio.
Glacier Ba%
Katmai
Kobuk Vallev
Lake Clark
Noatak
Wrangell-St. Eias
Admiraltv Island Nat. Mon
Coronation Island-
Endicott River
Maurelle island,,
Misty Fjords Nat. Mon.
Petersburg Creek-Duncan Salt Chuck
Russell Fjord
South Baranot
South Pnnce of Wale.
Sikine LeConte
Tehenkoff Ba\
1 raev A rm-Ford- ferriir
Warren I-land
Vvest Chichagot-Yakobi
ARIZONA -196.46 acres in NWPS
Chiricahua(l)
Organ Pipe .Cactus
Petritied Foret-
Saguaro
Chiricahua(l I
Mazatzal
Mount Baldv
Pine Mountain
Pusch Ridg'
Sierra Ancha
Superstition
svcamore Canvon
ARKANSAS - 37,2;9 acr-s in NWPS
Big Lak-
Buftalo National River
Canev Creeka
L pper BuOtale
FWS-7
FWS-7
FWS-7
FWS-7
FWS-7
FWS-7
FWS-7
FWS-7
FWS-7
FWS-7
FWS-7
FWS-7
FWS-7
NPS-AK
NPS-AK
N PS-A K
NPS-AK
NPS- A K
NiS-AK
N PS- AK
NPS-AK
USFS- 10
USFS-10
USFS-10
USFS-10
USFS-10
USFS-11)
USFS-t'
USFS- I
USFS-I1l
USFS-10
USFS- Ilo
USFS-ll
USFS-11'
USFS-Il'
N PS- t
NPS '\
NPS-W
NPS-W
USFS-
USFS-3
USFS- 3
USFS-3
USFS-l3
USFS-13
USFS- 3
USFS-3
USFS- 3
1.3(X),0(XK)
1, 300,(XX)
8,(X),(XX1
240.AX(1)
1300,(1(K)
4(00.000
6(X.0(X)
240,0(X)1
250,(XX)
2,270.(XX)
910.(XX)
(18.56A,000)
1,90(X() x
7,052(X0
2.770.(XW1
3,473.(XX)
190.1(XX(
2,470.(XXI
58(mK). (8'
8. 7(X10. 00
(32.355,NKil
937.396
19,232
98.72Q
4.937
2,142,243
46.777
348.701
319.568
90.99t,
448.841
6i. 834
6;3.179
11.181
264,74~
(5.453.36h)
9.44l
312.N) I
50,2N)1
71.4(X
(443.,7(X
18.((8
52.71-
205.242
20.061
; .933
20.850
124.117
47,7:-
(552.7;(i
1974
1982
1980
1980
1980
198)
1980
1980
198W)
1981)
1980
1980
1980
1981
1980
198 )
1480
1980
1980
1980
19811
1481
1980
1980
1980
1980
1981
19810
1980
1980
1980
198
19811
1980
1981
1980
1981
1476
1978
1971)
197t,
1964
1464
1964
1470
1972
197.1
1464
1464
1972
FWS-4 2.144 1476
NPS-SW 10.524 197k
USFS-8 14.344 1974
USFS-s 10.242 19174
(24 ;Mhi
Agency/
NWPS Wilderness Units Region Acreage Year
CALIFORNIA - 2.715.948 acres in NWPS
Santa Luca
Farallon
Joshua Tree Nat. Mon
Lassen Volcano
Lava Beds
Pinnacles
Point Reves
Agua Tiboi
Caribou
Cucamonga
Desolation
Dome Land
Emigrant
Golden 1 rout
Hoover
John Muir
Kaiser
Marble Mountain
Minarets
Mokelumne
San Gabriel
San (,orgonio
San lacinti,
San Rataet
Santa Lucia
South Warner
Thousand Lakes.
Venta na
Yolla Bollv-Middle Eel
COLORADO -- 2.t13:.t2; wres in NW!PS
Blat k ( anvin ot the Gunn-ior.
.Grea tSand I )unes.
Mesa Verdt,
Big Blue
Cache LIa Poutirt
( ollegiate Peak,.
( omanche Iak
Eagle's Nest
Flat I ops
IHolv Cross
I iunter-Frvingpan
Indian Peaks.
La (.a rit i
Lizard ei-ad
I os C reelk
Martsin Bels-Snownma-
Mount Fvans.
MLount Mas--iv
Moint Snetels
MOLiunt Zirkel
Net ta
Never Summer
Ragged-
Raw ah
Stiilh -an luan
Weminut he
Wett ilk
BLM-CA 1.745 1978
FWS-1 141 1974
NPS-W 429.69) 197h
NPS- W 78.982 1972
NPS-PN 28.46) 1972
NPS-W 12.952 197e
N PS- 2:2,.3 70 1 "7t,
(575.4; 41
USF5- 15 .933 1474
USFS-; I8.825 14n-1
USFS-; 2 .8n 4 194
USFS-; 631.47;1 114-
USFL,-5 2. 14r"
U!SFS-:; 16 4 I 1~-
USFS- 303,287 13
USFS-; 48.01)1 1464
USFS-5 499.675 1464
USFS-; 22.7(X) 19 7e-
USFS-S 213,72Q 1964
USFS-5 107.38(1 11464
USFS-' 49.461 1964
USFS-; 36.118 1168
USFS-; 35,222 1964
USFS-5 21.140 14(A
USFS-5 14.041 1468
USFS-' 18.6tim 1978
USFS-' 68,44; 194
USFS-; 1 .33; 1464
USFS-5 161,394 t96 1478
USFS'- 111.824 1L64
(2,13,4081
N PS- R M
N1P',- R,* M
UrS M
L'SFS 2
L "S ,-2
UNI 5-2
USI s2
USE-' 2
USFS0 -
ISFS-2
FS- 2
USFS-2
USFS-2
USFS 2
USFS-2
USFS-2
USF11-2Us 5)- 2
Us-FS 2
USFS 2
SF-2
USIS-2
USFS.2
USF--.2
C.F~ S 2
11.1810
334;0
(52 -1
9, 23
6mn.464
133.6 88
23;.03
122.,N)0
74.2:;(
70,74
103.4st-
4 1. 1 ;
10:;.040
179.042
74 401
279 480
16.20N)
139. 818
4.424
13.702
'9 10;
73. 1 P
127 ;144
4;14,1~~-
17t ()2
(2 ~82w;
114T-f
19^r
19i
lst
I148i1Wst
I 14~s
14~i
198,
147 14)
I974 198O
S145"
1464 1481'
1451
114174 148)
I 145)l14-4 1481
I 9.4 418
1 4
~-i 14-.4
CONNECTICUT nn mi-
DELAWARF -- none
System
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Agency/
NWPS Wilderness Units Region Acreage Year
FLORIDA - 1,371.973 acres in NWPS
Cedar Keys
Chassahowitzka
J. N. "Ding" Darling
Florida Keys
Island Bav
Lake Woodruff
Passage Key
Pelican Island
St. Marks
E. erglades
Bradwell Bav
GEORGIA -- 403.435acres i nNWPS
Cumberland Island
Blackbeard Island
Oketenokee
Volt Ilsland
Cohuttai2l)
Fllicott Rock(31)
HAWAII - 142.370acres inNWPS
Haleakala
Hawani Volcanoes
IDAHO - 9 868.259 acres in NWPS
Craters ot the Moon
Gospel Hump
H fell's Canvon(4)
River ot No Return
SawtoothSelwav-Bitterroot(5)
ILLINOIS--4.050acres in NWPS
Crab Orchard
INDIANA - 12.9;3acres in NWPS
Charles Dvam
IOWA - none
KANSAS - none
KENTUCKY - 4.7*6 acres in NW PS
eaver Creek
LOUISIANA - 17,046atres in NWPS
Breton
K isatchit
MAINE - ~.386acres i NWPS
loseishorn
FWS-4
FWS-4
FWS-4
FWS-4
FWS-4
FWS-4
FWS-4
FWS-4
FWS-4
NPS-SE
USFS-8
NPS-SE
FWS-4
FWS-4
FWS-4
USFS-8
USFS-S
375
23.617
2,619
6.227
20
1,791
36
6
17.350
(52.041)
I,296,500
23.432
9.840)
353.981
9,126
(362.107)
32,337
181
32.488)
NPS-W 19.270
N'S-W 123. 1)
(1142,370)
NPS-PN
USFS-I
USFS-h
USFS-1,4
USFS-4
USFS-I
FWS- 3
43.243
205,(0)
83.810
2.229.211
217,088
1.089.017
(3,825.016)
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1972
1976
1976
1975, 1982
1970
1976
1970
1970
1975
1978
1974
1982
1970
1974
1975
1974
1974
1976
1978
1970
1978
1975
1980)
1972
1964. 19890
4.050 1976
U!SF5-4 I2.w;1 1982
4. 75 [974
FW,-4
FW ,-4
USFS 8
MARYLAND - none
MASSACHUSETTS -2.420atres in NWPS
Monomov FWS-;
MICHIGAN - 1;7. 189.i res in NWPS
Isle Rovale
Huron slands
Michigan Wands
senev .
MINNESOTA
Agas'.
ramarat
Boundarv W
MISSISSIPPI
(,ilt slAndsl
MISSOURI
.344h
8 .4h)
A,4 711(
197;
14976
3 86 I971)
., 12h 1470
-.. 420 1970
NPS-MW 131.880
FWS-3
FWS-1
FWS-3
-
9 61.16 iacres in NWPS
.ate-rs C anmne A rea (eh)
I S1iX Iairis in N WP I"
C4 117.i res in '
147
12
25.150)
(25.309)
FWS-.1 4.m(1
FW',-. 18 
U F6-.4 4 4
\ 'P"-, 1
Fkv~ ',i
1 A m I
1976
1971
19711
4970
1476
1976
1964. 1978
1478,
-74 u>h
Agency/
NWPS Wilderness Units Region Acreage Year
Bell Mountain
Paddy Creek
Devil's Backbone
Hercules Glades
Pinev Creek
Rockpile Mountain
MONTANA - 3.172,458 acres in NWPS
Medicine Lake
Red Rock Lakes
Ul Bend
Absaroka-Beartooth
Bob Marshall
Anaconda-Pintlar
Cabinet Mountains
Gates of the Mountains
Great Bear
Mission Mountains
Rattlesnake
Scapegoat
Selwav-Bitterrootl 7)
Welcome Creek
NEBRASKA -4.635acresin NWPS
Fort Niobrara
NEVADA - 64.667 acres in NWPS
Jarbidge
NEW HAMPSHIRE - 25.932 acres in NWPS
Great Gulf
Presidential Range-Drv River
NEW JERSEY - 10.341 acres in NW PS
Brigantine
Great Swamp
N EW MEXICO -- 1.:04,79 acres in NWPS
Bandelier
Carlsbad Caverns
Bsque Del Apache
na Ilt Creek
Aldo Leopold
Apache Kid
Blue Range
Capitan Mountains
Chama RiverCanvon
Cruces Basin
Gila
Dome
Latir Peak
Manzano Mountain
Pecos%
Sandia Mountain
San Pedro Parks
Wheeler Peak
White Mountain
Withington
NEW YORK - 1. 363acres in NWPS
Fire Island
USFS-9
USFS-9
USFS-9
USFS-9
USFS-9
USFS-9
FWS-6
FWS-h
FWS-h
USFS-I
USFS- I
USFS-I
USFS- 1.4
USFS-I
USFS-I
USFS- I
USFS-I
USFS-I
USFS-i
USFS-I
FWS-6
8,732
6,884)
h.595
12.315
7.927
4,159
(46. W*7)
11l.800
32,350
20.847
64.99 7)
320.377
1.0(04.35h
157,874
94.272
28.562
286.7001
73.877
20.119
239 296
248.893
28, 135
(3.11)7.4h1)
4.635 1976
USFS-4 64.667 1964
USFS-9 ,.552
USFS-9 20.3811
25.32)
FWS-;
FWS-;
N PS-SW
N PN-;W
FWS-2
FW;S-2
LSFS-1
USFS-3
USFS-3
USFS-3
USFS-3
USFS-3
USFS-3
USFS-3
USFS-3
USFS- I
USFS
USFS-13
USFS- I
USFS- 3
USFS- v
USFS-1
n8 I
23 267
1.287
4n21
211.300
49.000 1
'4.0(11)1
~41.26
18.4(41)1
~.2(14)
e6 8759
41. 132
19 661
1K8 1
19 4(1(
I8Jm'41)
NPS-NA I 161 4081
NORTH CAROLINA - 40.253atres in NWPS
Swanquarter
Ellicott Rot k(s)
lovce Kilmer-Slickrock(9)
I -i n% vleOrige
S hinig Rock
FWS-4
USFS-8
USFS-8
USFS;-M
142
10 241
, i 684
NORTH DAKOTA - 19.725at res in NWIS
,8; :;')7
1984
1982
1980
1976
19801
19801
1976
1976
1976
1978
1964, 1978
1964
1964
1964
1978
1974
14L80
I972
1964
1978
1964
1974
1975
1968
1976
I478
1975
!170
1980
198410
1980
0840
1978
198)
1964, 1980
19811
1980
147
1464. 1984
1978. 140
4964
1464. 80
IQ64. 1
19804 I'"
4976
4074
4074
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Agency/
NWPS Wilderness Units Region Acreage Year
Lostwood
Theodore'Roosevelt
OHIO - 77 acres in NWPS
West Sister Island
OKLAHOMA -8,570 acres in NWPS
Wichita Mountains
OREGON - 1.224,863 acres in NWPS
Oregon Islands(10)
Wild Rogue(l 1)
Oregon Islands(10)
Three Arch Rocks
Diamond Peak
Eagle Cap
Gearhart Mountain
Hell's Canvon(12)
Kalmiopsis
Mountain Lakes
Mt. Hood
Mount Jefferson
Mount Washington
Strawberrv Mountain
Three Sisters
Wenaha-Tucannon(13)
Wild Rogue( 11)
FWS-4 5.577
(6.962)
NPS-RM 29,920
FWS-3
FWS-2
BLM-OR
BLM-OR
FWS- I
FWS-1
USFS-6
USFS-6
USFS-b
USFS-6
USFS-6
USFS-6b
USFS-6
USFS-6
USFS-6
USFS-6
USFS-6
USFS-6
USFS-6
1975
1978
77 1975
8,570 197(0
113
10. I60
(10,273)
367
15
(382)
36,637
293.476
18,709
108,432
168,9(X)
23,071
46.520
100.208
46. 116
33,(X)3
247,102
66,375
25,658
(1,214,208)
1978
1978
1970
1970
1964
1964
196:;
197;
1964. 1978
(964
1964. 1978
1968
1964
1964
1964,1978
1978
1978
PENNSYLVANIA - none
RHODE ISLAND - none
SOUTH CAROLINA - 45.529 acres in NWPS
Cape Romain
Ellicott Rock(14)
Hell Hole Ba\
Little Wambaw Swamp
Wambaw Creek
Wambaw Swamp
FWS-4
USFS-8
USFS-8
USFS-S
USFS-8
USFS-8
SOUTH DAKOTA - 74,074 acres in NWPS
Badlands
Black Elk
TENNESSEE -8.120 acres in NWPS
Cohutta(15)
Gee C reek
Jovce Kilmer-Slickrock(l?
TEXAS--46,850 acres in NWPS
Guadalupe Mountains
29,(X)
2.809
1,980
5,(X)
1.640
5.1(( W
(16,5291)
1975
1974
1984
1980
1980
1980
NPS-RM 64.250 1976
USFS-2 9.824 1980
USFS-8
USFS-8
USFS-8
1.79;
2,493
3.832
(8,120)
1974
1974
1974
NPS-SW 46,86) 1978
Agency.'
NWPS Wilderness Units Region Acreage Year
UTA H - 30.088 acres in NW PS
Lone Peak
VERMONT- 17.276 acres in NWPS
Bristol Cliffs
Lve Brook
VIRGINIA -- 87,722 acres in NW PS
Shenandoah
lames River Face
USFS-SIN 30.088 1978
USFS- 3.738 1974 197t
USFS-4 13,538 1974
(17.27w
NPS-MA 7).01 197;
USFS-8 8.703 1974
WASH INGTON - 1 .502.212 acres in NW PS
San luan Islands
Washington Islands
Alpine Lakes
Glacier Peak
Goat Rocks
Mount Adam,
Pasavten
Wenaha-Tucannon( 17)
WEST VIRGINIA - 78.(11 acres mn NW PS
Cranberry
Dolly Sods
Laurel Fork North
Laurel Fork South
Otter Creek
WISCONSIN - 19.766 acres in NWPS
Wisconsin Islands
Blackjack Springs
Rainbow Lake
Whisker Lake
W YOMING - 2.192,672 acres in NW PS
Bridger
Fitzpatrick
North Absaroka
Savage Run
Teton
Washakie
GRAND rOTA 01F ACRFS IN NWPS
FWS- 1
FWS- I
USFS-6
USFS-t
USFS-t
USFS-+
USFS-14
USFS-6
USFS-4
USFS-9
USFS-9
USFS-9
USFS-9
FWS- 3
USFS-9
USFS-9
USFS-9
USFS-4
USFS- 2
USFS-2
USFS-2
USFS-4
USFS-2
3:;1
48;
(8381
305, 3- o
464.237
82.8)
32.3;-
50, 5.524
111 048
10.21:;
b.1(t)
6.10(
20, (H
(78,015)
29
5.886
6583
7.268
392,169
191.103
350. ;64
14.940
557.311
686.584
(2.192.672)
197e
1970
I 464
(964
147
(982
I1982
1982
1974
1971
1978
1974
197s
1964
197t,
1464
1978
1964
1964
79.807 600
Footnotes:
Chincahua total: 27,440 acres
Also in Tennessee: Totals 34,102 acres.
Also in N. and S Carolina: Totals 3,332 acres
Also in Oregon: Totals 193,840 acres
Also in Montana: Totals 1,340.081 acres
Includes 162,481 acres of water area
Also in Idaho: Totals 1.340,081 acres.
Also in Georgia and S Carolina: Totals 3.332 acres
Ill
12
13 1
14
1;.
l6
167
Also) in Tt-nnes-e Total-. 14)131 .u re-.
Oregon Islands Total 48) acre-
Wild Rogue total 36 acre-
Also in Idaho Totals 193.840 acre
Also in Washington Totals 18(U10 acre,
Also in Georgia and N Carolina Totals 3.332 a res.
Also in (eorgia I otals 34.102 acres.
Also in N Carolina. Totals 14.033 , r.e
Also in Oregon Total-. 18(.0) a re
Source: Sierra Club, National Wilderness Preservation System,
pamhlet (San Francisco, CA: Sierra Club, September
1983), pp. 6-8.
1
2.
3.
4
Z;.
6
7.
H.
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APPENDIX F
Photographs of the King Range National Conservation Area
and Vicinity
203
fig8
Figure 8
Aerial view of part of the King Range National
Conservation Area mountain range (upper left
half of photograph; January 1986).
0Figure 9
Looking southwest toward the King Range mountain range from
Honeydew Road. Kings Peak and a trace of Kings Peak Road
are visible in the left half of the photograph.
205
f 10, 11
Figure 10 (above) - Looking southwest at Kings Peak
(center of photograph) from Honeydew Creek Road.
Zone 7 includes the visible area below the ridgeline.
Part of the Kings Peak Road is visible in the
middle of the photograph. (July 1985).
Figure 11 (below) - Looking southwest at Kings Peak
(mountain peak at left) from Wilder Ridge Road.
(July 1985).
206
f 12,13
Figure 12 - Junction of Wilder Ridge Road and
Kings Peak Road. (July 1985).
Figure 13 - Kings Peak Road. (Jul y 1985) .
207
f 14,15
Figures 14 and 15 - Looking northwest along the Kings
Peak Road in Zone 7 (Honeydew Creek
watershed). (July 1985).
208
f 16,17
Figures 16 and 17
Tributaries of Bear Creek
in Zone 6 of the King Range
(July 1985).
209
f 18,19
Figures 18 and 19
Hiking along the Lightning
Trail in Zone 7. This area
includes groves of old
growth Douglas fir forest
which provides habitat for
endangered bird species such
as the spotted owl and the
bald eagle (July 1985).
210
f20,21
Figure 20 - View of Kings Peak near summit.
Figure 21 - Looking northeast along the Kings
Peak trail.
211
f22,23
Figure 22 - Looking northeast from the top of
Kings Peak (July 1985).
Figure 23 - View looking north from the summit
of Kings Peak.
212
f24,25
Figure 24 - On the summit of Kings Peak.
Figure 25 - On top of the primitive shelter built for
overnight hikers at the summit of Kings
Peak (July 1985).
Figure 26
Looking southwest toward Shelter Cove from the summit of Kings Peak.
Figure 27
Looking northwest at the Rattlesnake Ridge
from the summit of Kings Peak.
215
f28
Figure 28 - Looking west from Kings Peak at the Big
Flat Creek drainage basin and the Pacific
Ocean (July 1985).
216
f 29,30
Figure 29 -
Figure 30 -
Looking west along the Mattole River watershed
from Honeydew Creek Road in Honeydew.
U. S. Post Office and general store, Honeydew.
The community of Honeydew is located about two
miles north of the northcentral boundary of the
King Range National Conservation Area.
217
f31,32
Figure 31 - The Catholic Church in Petrolia. The community of
Petrolia is located about three miles northeast of
the northwestern boundary of the King Range National
Conservation Area July 1985).
Figure 32 - The Petrolia Store. Petrolia is the
California's first drilled oil well
(July 1985).
location of
in June 1865
218
f33,34
Figure 33 (left) - The eastern
boundary of the King Range
National Conservation Area at
Shelter Cove Road (January
1986)-
Figure 34 (below) - Looking
west from Shelter Cove Road
at the Telegraph Creek
drainage in Zone 3 (January
1986).
Figure 35
View looking north (from Shelter Cove Road) at a previously
logged area in Zone 6.
220
f 36,37
Figure 36 - Looking west toward the Pacific Ocean from Shelter
Cove Road in Zone 3 (January 1986).
Figure 37 - Looking northwest along Black Sands Beach (Zone 3)
at Shelter Cove.
Figure 38
Black Sands Beach (Zone 3) at Telegraph Creek in Shelter Cove.
Off-road vehicles are allowed on the beach (below mean high tide)
from Telegraph Creek to Gitchell Creek (three miles north). Kings
Peak, which is visible in the background, rises to an elevation
of 4,087 feet within less than three miles from the beach; such a
sharp rise in a mountain range with close proximity to the ocean
is very rare in the continental United States.
222
f 39,40
Figures 39 and 40 - The surf at Black Sands beach.
223
f41,42
Figure 41 - Visible effects of beach erosion along Black Sands
Beach. Due to plate tectonic movement some areas of
the King Range coastline have been uplifted up to
66 feet over the past 6,000 years. The pounding surf
and the high rainfall (over 60 inches annually),
however, counterbalance (through erosion) the effects
of tectonic uplifting (January 1986).
Figure 42 - A bundle of sea kelp that washed up along Black Sands
Beach (January 1986).
0
Figure 43
Looking northwest along Black Sands Beach.
225
f 44,45
Figure 44 (left) - Horse
Mountain Creek in Zone 3 just
before it reaches the Pacific
Ocean at Black Sands Beach
(January 1986).
Figure 45 (below) - Looking
south along Black Sands Beach
(January 1986).
226
APPENDIX G
Ukiah District Advisory Council
Membership Lists
227
APPENDIX G
Table 6
UKIAH DISTRICT ADVISORY COUNCIL MEMBERS (as
NAME AND ADDRESS
James D. Stokes (1985)
8758 Churn Creek Road
Redding, CA 96002
Marge Boynton (1985)
711 Willow Avenue
Ukiah, CA 95482
Steven Harris (1985)
Eagle Properties
2619 Park Marina Drive
Redding, CA 96001
Thomas F. Clemens (1984)
1280 Dusty Lane
Redding, CA 96001
Joseph Russ IV (1984)
Bunker Hill Ranch
Ferndale, CA 95536
Karen Vercruse (1984)
Route 5, Box 21
Chico, CA 95926
Clair A. Hill (1983)
1525 Court Street
P. 0. Box 2088
Redding, CA 96009
Irvin R. Brown (1983)
4291 Fern Canyon Place
Ukiah, CA 95482
Peter W. Barnard (1985)
2250 Woodlake Drive
Ukiah, CA 95482
Thu H -C~ 3)
1-56 -.- al ey3treet..
Ukiah-,- CA 9540 0
CATEGORY OF EXPERTISE
Environmental
Protection
Public-at-Large
Recreat ion
Nourenewable Resources
Renewable Resources
Public-at-Large
Transportation/
Rights-of-Way
Recreation
Renewable Resources
E.\ecced General Purpose
of February 1986)
OCCUPATION/QUALIFICATIONS
Wildlife biologist; 34 year:
with Ca. Dept. of Fish &
Game as environmental/
natural. resources consultan
Chairman, Mendocino
County Planning Commission
President & Chairman of
the Board, Eagle Properties
Inc.; Director, two other
corporations; rancher; avid
outdoorsman; member, Masoni
Lodge, Elks, & Ca. Indians
(trap & skeet shooting
fraternity).
Mining Ln i eer.
Rancher; rnember, Board
of Directors, and former
President, Ca. Woolgrowers
Association.
Has served on various
legislative committees,
agricultural councils, and
community service
organizations.
Civil engineer; former
Director, California
Chamber of Commerce.
Member, California Assn.
of 4-Wheel Drive Clubs, and
Ukiah Rifle & Pistol Club.
Resource Coordinator,
Ukiah Office, Louisiana-
Pacific Corporation.
Supervisor, eendo4e-
County a
taw
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Table 7
UKIAH DISTRICT ADVISORY COUNCIL MEMBERS
(as of May 1986)
CATEGORY OF EXPERTISE NAME AND ADDRESS QUALIFICATIONS
James D. Stokes (1985)
8758 Churn Creek Road
Redding, CA. 96002
Environmental Protection
Recreation
Jean Jenny (1986)
Steve Harris (1985)
Eagle Properties
2619 Park Marina Drive
Redding, CA. 96001
Nonrenewable Resources
Renewable Resources
Public- at-Large
Transportation/
Rights-of-Way
Recreation
Renewable Resources
Elected General
Purpose
Thomas F. Clemens (1984)
1280 Dusty Lane
Redding, CA.
Joe Russ IV (1984)
Bunker Hill Ranch
Ferndale, CA. 95536
Phil Perry (1986)
Clair A. Hill (1983)
1525 Court Street
P.O. Box 2088
Redding, CA. 96009
Irving R. Brown (1983)
4291 Fern Canyon Place
Ukiah, CA. 95482
Peter W. Bernard (1985)
2250 Woodlake Drive
Ukiah, CA. 95482
Anna Sparks
754 Eucalyptus
McKinleyville, CA.
Wi idl ife
Civil engineer;
former Director,
California Cham-
ber of Commerce.
Member, Ca.
of 4-Wheel
Clubs.
Assn.
Drive
Resource Coordin-
ator, Ukiah Office
Louisiana Pa. Corp
Supervisor,
Humboldt County
Board of Supvsrs.
Wildlife Biologist
34 years with Ca.
Dept. Fish and
Game.
California Native
Plant Society
member and state-
wide public lands
coordinator.
President and
Chairman of the
Board, Eagle
Properties, Inc.;
Director, two
other corpora-
tions; rancher;
avid outdoorsman.
Mining engineer.
Rancher; member,
Board of Direct-
ors, and former
President, Ca.
Woolgrowers Asso-
ciation.
Table 8
Comparison of Impacts by Alternative
KING- RANGE WSA
Resource/Value
Wilderness Values
Manageability
Cultural Resources
Recreation
Alternative 1
All Wilderness
Wilderness values legi-
slatively protected on
29,300 acres, and ad-
ministratively protec-
ted in Zones 1 and 2 on
5,300 acres under King
Range Management Pro-
gram. Total area pro-
tected: 34,600 acres.
Wilderness would be
manageable because of
low mineral potential
on split-estate, large
size, juxtaposition to
Federal land, and right
of eminent doman under
authority of King Range
Act.
Minor benefit to cul-
tural resources because
of prohibitions on tim-
ber harvest and road
construction in Zones 6
and 7. Most significant
cultural resources are
along the beach in Zones
1 and 2 where surface
disturbing activities
are restricted under
King Range Management
Program.
Vehicular access would
be somewhat restricted
as roads and ways are
closed. This is not
significant as access
to Spanish Flat will be
maintained and many of
the existing roads and
ways have not provided
access to the general
public until very
recently. Opportunities
for primitive recreation
and solitude will be
enhanced.
Alternative 2
All Wilderness-Plus
Wilderness values legi-
slatively protected on
32,900 acres, and ad-
ministratively protec-
ted in Zone 2 on 1,700
acres. Total area
protected: 34,600
acres.
Same as Alternative 1.
Same as Alternative 1.
Same as Alternative 1.
Alternative 3
No Action
Wilderness values such
as primitive recreation
and solitude are ad-
ministratively protec-
ted in Zones 1 and 2
under the King Range
Management Program.
Total area protected:
27,500 acres.
N/A.
Cultural resources in
Zones 6 and 7 could be
adversely impacted by
logging and road con-
struction. Signifi-
cance of cultural re-
sources in these zones
is relatively low.
Sames as Alternative 1
for Zones 1 and 2.
Road construction for
logging proposed in
Zones 6 and 7 will pro-
vide a minor amount of
additional roads for
vehicular access.
Alternative 4
Partial Wilderness
Wilderness values legi-
slatively protected on
14,000 acres, and ad-
ministratively protec-
ted in Zones 1 and 2 on
13,500 acres. Total
protected area: 27,500
acres.
Same as Alternative 1.
Same as Alternative 3.
Same as Alternative 3.
Alternative 5
Partial Wilderness
Proposed Action
Wilderness values legis-
latively protected on
21,200 acres, and ad-
ministratively protected
on 6,300 acres in Zones
1 and 2. Total pro-
tected area: 27,500
acres.
Same as Alternative 1.
Same as Alternative 3.
Same as Alternative 3.
Table 8
Resource/Value
Visual Resources
Timber Resources
Vegetation
Soils and Watershed
Resources
Wildlife
Alternative 1
All Wilderness
Visual Resource values
in wilderness managed in
accordance with wilder-
ness management guide-
lines. Class I objec-
tives (no evident
changes permitted) used
to assess developments.
Area has high regional
scenic values.
Timber management pro-
hibited on 6,500 acres
of identified commer-
cial forest land, with
a loss of standing
volume of 60,000 MBF.
This is 26% of the
total available commer-
cial forest land within
the King Range National
Conservation Area, and
54% of the standing
volume.
Negligible beneficial
impacts. Provides
representation of bio-
logical diversity to
wilderness system.
Would protect watershed
in Zones 6 and 7 from
potential erosion and
siltation from logging
activities.
Sensitive animal species
would benefit to a small
degree because of prohi-
bition on logging in
portions of Zones 6 and
7. There may be some
minor restrictions on
the specific type of
habitat manipulation,
but should pose no
significant problems.
Alternative 2
All Wilderness-Plus
Same as Alternative 1.
Same as Alternative 1.
Same as Alternative 1.
Same as Alternative 1.
Same as Alternative 1.
Alternative 3
No Action
Zones 1 and 2 managed
under VRM Class Il -
values will be protected
and enhanced. Zones 6
7 will be managed under
VRM Class III (changes
may be evident but
should remain subordi-
nate to the landscape).
Logging and road con-
struction will reduce
visual values but will
be in accordance with
Class III objectives.
No affect on timber
management.
Negligible impacts
because of logging and
road construction in
Zones 6 and 7.
Minor damage to soils
and watershed would
result from logging
activities, however,
general thrust of King
Range Management Pro-
gram is to restore
severely damaged water-
sheds.
Wildlife is the primary
resource consideration
in Zone 7, and wildlife
benefits from the primi-
tive recreational use of
the west slope. The
greatest adverse impact
to wildlife would be
logging and road con-
struction in Zone 6, and
this is a very small
consideration vis-a-vis
wilderness.
Alternative 4
Partial Wilderness
Same as Alternative 1.
for wilderness and
Aletrnative 3 for
other zones.
No affect on timber
management.
Sames as Alternative 3.
Provides representation
of biological diversity
to wilderness system.
Same as Alternative 3.
Same as Alternative 3.
Alternative 5
Partial Wilderness
Proposed Action
Same as Alternative 1
for wilderness and
Alternative 3 for
other zones.
No effect on timber
management.
Same as Alternative 3.
Provides representation
of biological diversity
to wilderness system.
Same as Alternative 3.
Same as Alternative 3.
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Table 8
_oiparison of Impacts by Alternative
sing R'ange A
Resource/Value
Minerals and Energy
Resources
Livestock Grazing
Consistency with Local
Land Use Plans
Socioeconomics
Alternative I
All Wilderness
No Impacts. Potential
exploitable resources
are nonexistant.
No impacts. Grazing
will continue as estab-
lished prior to wilder-
ness designation. Preda-
tor control may be margin-
ally more difficult be-
cause of requirements of
wilderness management
policy
Consistent with local
plans.
No significant impacts.
Slight increase in
visitor use which will
fluctuate according to
season and publicity
efforts.
Alternative 2
All Wilderness-Plus
No Impacts
No Impacts
Consistent with local
plans.
Same as Alternative 1.
Alternative 3
No Action
No Impacts
Grazing is long estab-
lished use recognized
in the King Range
Management Program.
Grazing has reached its
economical potential.
Consistent with local
plans.
Local use by hunters but
majority of other recrea-
tional use (hiking, camp-
ing) is from users who
live more than four hours
hours from the King Range.
This is similar to tourist
impact that could be ex-
pected near wilderness
area.
Alternative 4
Partial Wilderness
No Impacts
No Impacts
Consistent with local
plans.
Same as Alternative 1.
Alternative 5
Partial Wilderness
Proposed Action
No Impacts
No Impacts
Consistent with local
plans.
Same as Alternative 1.
;urce 7raft lnvironmental Impact tate:ent on
ecommendati one for Lhe Arcata :esource
Aj~ an inr lan 1ge T:;A ( I~kiah,- jA: U. .
nt arch 1985), pp. 2...20 to -22
reliminary 'ilderne s
Area: rhm ie 1louni Lan
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APPENDIX I
Comparison of
Resource/Values
Table 8
Impacts by Alternative, Chemise Mountain WSA
Alternative 1 Alternative 2
All Wilderness No Action
Wilderness Values Wilderness Values legi-
slatively protected on
4,300 acres.
Wilderness values ad-
ministratively protec-
ted on 4,300 acres in
designated Primitive
Area.
Manageability
Cultural Resoures
Recreation
Visual Resources
Timber Resources
Vegetation
Soils and Watershed
Resources
Wilderness would be
manageable because of
low resource potential
and right of eminent
domain under authority
of King Range Act.
Negligible. Very low
sensitivity.
No Impact
Visual resource values
managed in accordance
with wilderness guide-
lines VRM Class I ob-
jectives (no evident
changes permitted) used
to assess developments.
Area has high regional
scenic value. No
impact.
No significant impact.
No available commercial
forest land in area.
Negligible standing
volume exists on about
700 acres of capable
forest land.
No impact. Will add
ecological diversity to
wilderness system.
No Impact
Same as Alternative 1
No Impact
Visual resource values
managed in accordance
with VRM Class II ob-
jectives (changes do
not attract atten-
tion). No impact.
Same as Alternative 1.
No Impact
No Impact
Wildlife
Minerals and Energy
No Impact
No Impact
No Impact
No Impact
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Table 8
Comparison of Impacts by Alternative, Chemise Mountain WSA
Resource/Values
Livestock Grazing
Consistency with Local
Land Use Plans
Socioeconomics
Alternative 1
All Wilderness
No impact. There is
little grazing potential
and no historical live-
stock use.
Consistent with local
plans.
No significant impacts.
Slight increase in
visitor use which will
fluctuate according to
season and publicity
efforts.
Alternative 2
No Action
Same as Alternative 1.
Consistent with local
plans.
Same use by local
hunters, but majority
of other recreational
users live more than
four hours from the
King Range. This is
similar to tourist
impact that could be
expected near a
wilderness area.
Source: U.S. Bureau of Land Management, Draft Environmental Impact
Statement on Preliminary Wilderness Recommendations for the
Arcata Resource Area: Chemise Mountain WSA and King Range WSA
(Ukiah, CA: U.S. Bureau of Land Management, March 1985),
pp. 2-23 and 2-24.
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APPENDIX J
Wilderness Management Alternatives for the
King Range Wilderness Study Area
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APPENDIX K
Wilderness Management Alternatives for the
Chemise Mountain Wilderness Study Area
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APPENDIX L
Table 10
Major King Range Events and Dates
ACTION/EVENT
Januar 1,
May 1974
August 13,
1970
1974
September 1974
September 25, 1975
The King Range Act signed into law by President
Nixon. The Act established the King Range
National Conservation Area, with the Bureau of
Land Management given jurisdication over the
Area. The Act directed the BLM to prepare a
comprehensive management plan for the Area.
Draft King Range Management Program and draft
EIS released for public inspection.
Final EIS on King Range Management Program
released.
Final King Range Mangement Program issued.
Chemise Mountain is designated a "primitive
area" by the Bureau of Land Management.
October 21, 1976 The Federal
becomes law
wilderness i
lands.
Land Policy and Management Act
and directs the BLM to conduct
nventories and reviews of its
December 1979
March 1984
March 1985
July 2, 1985
August 1985
Wilderness inventory of BLM lands in California
completed. The King Range and Chemise Mountain
are identified as wilderness study areas.
The BLM's Ukiah District office sends out a
scoping letter to over 1,000 individuals,
organizations, and agencies informing them
that a draft EIS on wilderness suitability for
the King Range will be prepared. By November
1984, the BLM had received only 24 responses.
The BLM's Ukiah District Office releases a Draft
EIS on Preliminary Wilderness Recommendations
for the King Range WSA and Chemise Mountain WSA.
90-day public comment period on draft EIS on
preliminary wilderness recommendations ends.
The BLM's Arcata Resource Area Office releases a
Draft King Range Transportation Plan.
DATE
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ACTION/EVENT
January 23, 1986
Sept./Oct.
October 21,
1986
1991
October 21, 1993
The BLM releases the Final King Range
Transportation Plan. Shortly thereafter, the
Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund (representing
several environmental groups) appeals the plan
to the department of the Interior's Board of
Land Appeals in Washington, D.C.
Expected completion date for the Preliminary
Final EIS on wilderness recommendations for the
King Range National Conservation Area.
Final date (under FLPMA) by which the Secretary
of the Interior is to have finished reporting
wilderness recommendations of BLM lands to the
President.
Final date (under FLPMA) by which the President
is to have finished his wilderness
recommendations on BLM lands to the Congress.
DATE
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APPENDIX M
King Range National Conservation Area Recreation Guide
and Detailed Map
KING RANGE
CALIFORNIA'S "LOST COAST"
Along the northern coast of California, civilization has left its
mark on all but the most rugged or remote stretches of coastline.
Large areas which have not been touched by major highways,
towns and subdivisions are few in number - Point Reyes National
Seashore, Redwood National Park, Bear Harbor-Usal Creek, and
the King Range National Conservation Area. Extremely steep and
rocky terrain forced the coastal highway route, State Highway 1,
about 30 miles inland from the King Range. This obstacle to trans-
portation and settlement remains today as California's "Lost
Coast."
The spectacular meeting of land and sea is certainly a dominant
feature of the King Range National Conservation Area. However, it
is also an area of mountain streams, trails and forests ideal for
camping, hiking, fishing, hunting and sightseeing. There are four
developed Bureau of Land Management recreation sites in addi-
tion to several water sources which serve primitive camps. The
King Crest and Chemise Mountain trails have been designated as
National Recreation Trails. The Chemise Mountain area has been
designated as a BLM Primitive Area.
LOCATION
The King Range National Conservation Area extends some 35
miles north and south between the Mattole River and Whale Gulch,
and up to six miles inland from the Pacific Ocean. The area is 230
road miles north of San Francisco, and 70 miles south of Eureka.
The Redwood Highway, U.S. 101, provides access to within 20
miles of the King Range. Principal access routes in the area are
paved mountain roads originating in Ferndale, Humboldt Red-
woods State Park, and Redway.
Punta Gorda Lighthouse
CLIMATE
Along the coast, at or near sea level, the climate is mild and
equable. Freezing temperatures are almost unknown, and snow is
rare at lower elevations. In the summer the ocean fogs counteract the
heat which blankets the inland valleys. The inland areas are also
colder than the coast in winter. The predominant feature of both the
coast and inland in the King Range is rain. From October to April the
King Range is one of the wettest spots on the Pacific Coast. Honey-
dew, immediately to the north of the conservation area, records an
average of more than 100 inches of rain a year, and as much as 200
inches may fall at other places.
HUNTING
Hunting is allowed on national resource (BLM) lands within the
King Range National Conservation Area during state hunting sea-
sons. Big game species are the black-tailed deer and black bear.
Upland game species include quail, blue grouse, gray squirrels and
brush rabbits. Hunters should be extremely careful to avoid shoot-
ing around residential areas such as Shelter Cove and Whale
Gulch. Permission is required to hunt on private property interming-
led with national resource lands within the area.
TOPOGRAPHY, VEGETATION
The King Range rises from sea level to 4,087 feet elevation at the
summit of Kings Peak in less than three miles. On the western slope
of this range, many short, steep streams run directly into the ocean.
A combination of steep slopes, high rainfall, and unstable soil and
rock formations has created many cliffs, huge rock slides and talus
piles. The beach is usually narrow and, where a number of rocky
points jut into the surf, may be nonexistent.
The eastern slopes of the range, while also steep and rugged,
are not as precipitous as the western side. Streams drain less
abruptly into the northerly flowing Mattole River.
To the north of the King Range and within the northern bound-
aries of the conservation area there are broad expanses of grass,
especially near the coast. Inland and to the south, coastal chapar-
ral and Douglas fir forest predominate. A wide variety of riparian
vegetation is found along the banks of most streams.
SIGHTSEEING, HIKING
An areavide network of paved, graveled and dirt roads is availa-
ble for mo rized sightseeing, giving access to numerous tumbling
streams an' -wide ocean and mountain vistas. Most roads are
signed indicating direction, mileage, and driving conditions. Be
especially watchful for slides and washouts during the winter rain
season.
Hiking is a popular activity in the King Range, both on the moun-
tain trails and along the beach. The wilderness beach is one of the
most attractive features of the conservation area, with the aban-
doned Coast Guard lighthouse at Punta Gorda, relics of early shipw-
recks, and a variety of marine wildlife to be observed. A cautionary
note: a few points along the beach may be impassable during very
high tides. Tide tables should be consulted when planning any hike
along the beach. On hiking trips it is easier to travel with the prevail-
ing winds, north to south. Visitors on foot should watch for rattles-
nakes in driftwood and rocky areas. The distance from the mouth of
the Mattole to Shelter Cove is about 24 miles along the beach.
Driving time by road between the two points is about 2 hours.
The King Range National Recreational Trail comprises two
separate units: the King Crest Trail and the Chemise Mountain
Trail.
The 16 mile King Crest Trail provides foot and horse access
along the main coastal ridge north of Shelter Cove. There are two
trailheads - one at the end of the Saddle Mountain Road and one
near the end of the King Range Road. A relatively easy walk from
the Saddle Mountain trailhead gives the hiker excellent views of
the ocean and the Eel River Valley. The second trailhead gives
access to a steeper route on the east slope. Both trails lead to the
top of King Peak.
Access to the coastal ridge south of Shelter Cove is available on
the five-mile Chemise Mountain Trail. Trailheads are located at the
BLM's Wailaki and Nadelos Campgrounds. The attractions along
this trail are similar to those available on King's Peak, although the
views are less spectacular because of lower elevations.
Water sources are scarce along the upland trail system and some
of those shown on the map may dry up in late summer. Hikers
should carry drinking water and plan to occupy dry camps.
Throughout the King Range, extreme care should be taken with
fire.
Hikers who wish more detailed maps than this recreation guide
may wish to obtain the following U.S. Geological Survey topog-
raphical maps which cover the King Range Area:
(15 minute:) Point Delgada, Cape Mendocino.
(7/2 minute:) Honeydew, Shelter Cove, Shubrick Peak, Bear Har-
bor, Briceland, Cooskie Creek, Petrolia.
The King Crest
King Range Beach
OFF-ROAD VEHICLES
The BLM management program provides for a mechanized
recreation beach use area and a separate area for non-mechanized
recreation to ease conflicts among vehicle use and such activities as
hiking, picnicking and sunbathing. The BLM program, developed
with widespread public participation, limits vehicle use to 3 miles on
the southern end of the beach, with the northern 22 miles closed to
this use. All hiking trails are restricted from vehicle use.
CAMPING
The Bureau of Land Management has developed recreation sites
at four locations in the south end of the King Range National Con-
servation Area: Wailaki, 16 units; Nadelos, 14 units; Tolkan, 9 units,
and Horse Mountain, 9 units. Each site has table, fire grills, sanitary
facilities, and water.
Campfire permits are required for all areas except developed
campgrounds. Permits can be obtained from the California De-
partment of Forestry or from the BLM offices in Ukiah and Arcata.
WILDLIFE
Offshore rocks, kelp beds and tidal areas are inhabited by seals,
sea lions, and a variety of marine birds. The terrestrial Douglas fir
and coastal chaparral habitat supports significant populations of
black-tailed deer, as well as black bear and such upland species as
California or valley quail, mountain quail, blue grouse, numerous rap-
tors, and such furbearers as river otter and mink. Threatened species
present in the area include brown pelicans, bald eagles, the spotted
King Range Campground
HISTORY
The first inhabitants of the King Range were the Sinkyone and
Mattole Indians. These people used the area over a span of at least
2500 years, up until only about 100 years ago. Evidence of their
presence in the form of shell mounds, or middens, remain scattered
along the Peach and cannot be disturbed by visitors. The mounds
are, in fact, protected by Federal legislation under the Archaeolog-
ical Resources Protection Act.
The King Range's abundant grazing lands attracted the first
Anglo settlers in the 1850's, and livestock became the cornerstone
of the local economy for nearly 100 years. During this time, industry
tried to take root, and some goods became available in the mar-
ketplace. One unsuccessful effort to develop industry is commem-
orated in the name of the town of Petrolia just north of the King
Range. The first oil well in California was drilled here in 1865, with
petroleum products shipped to market. But the quality and volume
were low, and little production took place.
Tanbark - bark from the tanoak tree, used as a source of tannin
for leather making - was sent to market, as were fruits and nuts
from orchards in the Mattole Valley. Commercial fishing based in
Shelter Cove had varying degrees of success and economic im-
portance during the early 20th Century.
Logging of Douglas Fir boomed during the 1950's and 1960's,
but little commercial timber remains on private lands in the area
today. By a curious combination of climate and topography, in spite
of the proximity of the King Range to Redwoods National Forest,
few redwoods grow within the King Range.
The area's limited accessibility that served as a detriment to
industrial expansion was the foundation of the allure that led to its
recognition as a National Conservation Area. Its 25 miles of virgin
wilderness beach, recreational opportunities, and mild climate
have now been preserved under additional Federal legislation for
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